The relationship between efficacy and teacher turnover intent by Kolwyck, Bradley J
Southern Illinois University Carbondale 
OpenSIUC 
Dissertations Theses and Dissertations 
5-1-2020 
The relationship between efficacy and teacher turnover intent 
Bradley J. Kolwyck 
Southern Illinois University Carbondale, bradleyjkolwyck@gmail.com 
Follow this and additional works at: https://opensiuc.lib.siu.edu/dissertations 
Recommended Citation 
Kolwyck, Bradley J., "The relationship between efficacy and teacher turnover intent" (2020). Dissertations. 
1802. 
https://opensiuc.lib.siu.edu/dissertations/1802 
This Open Access Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at 
OpenSIUC. It has been accepted for inclusion in Dissertations by an authorized administrator of OpenSIUC. For 
more information, please contact opensiuc@lib.siu.edu. 








Bradley J. Kolwyck 
B.S., Southeast Missouri State University, 2004 











Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the  











School of Education 
in the Graduate School  






 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EFFICACY AND TEACHER TURNOVER INTENT 
by 
Bradley J. Kolwyck 
 
A Dissertation Submitted in Partial 
Fulfillment of the Requirements 
for the Degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy 
in the field of Educational Administration 
 
Approved by: 
Dr. Judith Green, Chair 
Dr. Saran Donahoo, Co-Chair 
Dr. Patrick Dilley 
Dr. Brent Clark 






Graduate School  
Southern Illinois University Carbondale 
March 2, 2020 
 
 i 
AN ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION OF 
Bradley J. Kolwyck, for the Doctor of Philosophy degree in Education Administration, presented 
on March 2, 2020, at Southern Illinois University Carbondale.  
 
TITLE: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EFFICACY AND TEACHER TURNOVER 
INTENT 
MAJOR PROFESSOR:  Dr. Judith Green 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between efficacy and teacher 
turnover intent in small, poor, rural schools. The researcher focuses on small, poor, rural schools 
in a Midwest state in the United States due to the state’s annual teacher turnover rate (16.4%) 
which mirrors the national rate. A sample of 730 teachers was solicited to participate in the study 
through their building principal with a final response of N = 220 participating. This non-
experimental study explores the relationship between efficacy (independent variable) and 
turnover intent (dependent variable) by collecting data utilizing the online platform of Survey 
Monkey. The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2001) measured the level of self-efficacy for participants in the study. Additionally, the 
Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTES) (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004) measured the level 
of participants’ sense of collective efficacy. The Turnover Intent Scale (TIS) (Tiplic, Brandmo, 
& Elstad, 2015) measured the level of turnover intent for each participant.  
 The research questions and hypotheses were used to explore the relationship between 
self-efficacy and turnover intent as well as collective efficacy and turnover intent. In addition, 
three research questions focused the investigation on the relationship between the variables by 
exploring the subscales of self-efficacy: student engagement, instructional strategies, and 
classroom management. The mean scores for each scale show that generally participants 
displayed a moderately high level of efficacy and were not searching for a new job. Additionally, 
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the results show a statistically significant relationship between participants’ sense of collective 
efficacy and turnover intent. The significant relationship suggests that school leaders should 
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Background of Study 
 The mission of the United States Department of Education includes the pledge to 
“promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by fostering 
educational excellence and ensuring equal access” (“Overview and Mission Statement | U.S. 
Department of Education,” n.d., para. 1). In this regard, students of all races/ethnicity, 
socioeconomic status, or geographical location should have the opportunity to attend a school 
that provides educational access to achieve this mission. However, teacher turnover in high-
poverty rural public schools is at such a high level that students are unfairly denied equal access 
to high-quality teachers at no fault of their own (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; 
Goldring, Taie, & Riddles, 2014; Ingersoll, 2001; Ingersoll, Merrill, & Stuckey, 2014).  
 Teacher turnover is not a new problem that researchers have been recently concerned 
about (Ingersoll, 2003). Ingersoll (2003) began reporting teacher turnover problems as far back 
as 1988-1989 at a rate of 14.5% annually. Nationwide, teacher turnover has reached an alarming 
rate of 16% annually (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). The majority of teacher 
turnover is split between teachers who leave the profession altogether and those who change 
schools for various reasons (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Ingersoll, 2003). 
Teacher attrition, other than retirement, accounts for more than two-thirds of the hiring demand 
every year (Sutcher, Darling-Hammond, & Carver-Thomas, 2016). When compared to high 
performing school systems across the world, the United States teacher attrition rate nearly triples 
the rate of Finland (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017).  




the profession within their first five years of teaching (Bruinsma & Jansen, 2010; Burkhauser, 
2017; De Neve & Devos, 2017; Gallo & Beckman, 2016; Heikonen, Pietarinen, Pyhältö, Toom, 
& Soini, 2017; Ingersoll, 2003; Ingersoll et al., 2014; Tiplic et al., 2015). Researchers have 
reported that up to 50% of teachers leave the profession altogether or change schools during the 
first five years of their careers (Gray, Taie, & O'Rear, 2015; Ingersoll, 2003; Sutcher et al., 
2016). Teachers who exit the profession or change schools early in their career have cited low 
levels of self-efficacy, low salary, inadequate teacher-student interaction, lack of administrative 
support, insufficient preparation programs, lack of affective commitment, or dissatisfaction with 
working conditions as top reasons for leaving (Bland, Church, & Luo, 2014; Bruinsma & Jansen, 
2010; De Neve & Devos, 2017; Harfitt, 2015; Heikonen et al., 2017; Hoigaard, Giske, & 
Sundsli, 2012; Sutcher et al., 2016; Tiplic et al., 2015). 
 Teachers cited a wide range of factors that contributed to dissatisfaction with working 
conditions (Aragon, 2016; Burkhauser, 2017; Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; 
Ingersoll, 2001, 2003; Martinez-Garcia & Slate, 2009; Sutcher et al., 2016). Overall, working 
conditions covered a wide array of topics, but several studies included student behavior, large 
class size, low salary, safety, or work environment (climate) in their reasons for teachers leaving 
(Aragon, 2016; Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Ingersoll, 2003). In addition, 
studies mentioned administrative support in instruction, student discipline, teacher 
empowerment, or school climate in the realm of “working conditions” as reasons for teachers 
departing (Burkhauser, 2017; Harfitt, 2015; Ingersoll, 2003; Kraft, Marinell, & Yee, 2016; 
Sutcher et al., 2016). The most often cited reason teachers leave the profession or change schools 
is dissatisfaction with working conditions (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Johnson, 




 High-poverty rural schools struggle to retain high-quality teachers due to factors 
associated with job dissatisfaction more than low-poverty high-achieving suburban districts 
(Aragon, 2016; Simon & Johnson, 2015). Teacher turnover in high-poverty schools is 50% 
higher than in low-poverty districts (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Sutcher et al., 
2016). High-poverty rural schools are more likely to leave classrooms unfilled with a certified 
teacher because of attrition than an urban or suburban school (Fishman, 2015). Teacher turnover 
rates in specific fields such as math, science, and special education are higher than other fields in 
education across the country, but in high-poverty schools, turnover rates in these fields are 70% 
higher than low-poverty schools (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Goodpaster, 
Adedokun, & Weaver, 2012; Sutcher et al., 2016). Consequently, teachers in rural districts have 
a lower chance of achieving tenure than teachers in non-rural school districts (Lazarev, Toby, 
Zacamy, Lin, & Newman, 2017). 
  In summary, the body of literature on teacher turnover is vast and provided several 
reasons why teachers leave, but the most often cited reason for leaving the profession or 
changing schools is working conditions (Aragon, 2016; Burkhauser, 2017; Carver-Thomas & 
Darling-Hammond, 2017;  De Neve & Devos, 2017; Gray et al., 2015; Ingersoll, 2001, 2003; 
Ingersoll et al., 2014; Monk, 2007; Simon & Johnson, 2015; Sutcher et al., 2016). However, 
there is a gap in research about how to address the problem of teacher dissatisfaction with 
working conditions in high-poverty rural school districts. If rural school superintendents continue 
to experience high rates of teacher turnover annually, students who attend these high-poverty 
rural schools will not have the same opportunity to gain access to high-quality education as their 
suburban peers. In response to this problem, the present study will explore teacher turnover in 




Significance of the Problem 
 Schools pay a high cost both financially and academically when they have a high 
turnover rate (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). The cost to replace teachers 
annually from the high rate of turnover is estimated at up to $20,000 per teacher (Carver-Thomas 
& Darling-Hammond, 2017;  Sutcher et al., 2016; Watlington, Shockley, Gugliemino, & Felsher, 
2010). Students who attend schools with high levels of teacher turnover annually experience 
negative effects on academic achievement (Dolton & Newson, 2003; Kraft et al., 2016; Ronfeldt, 
Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2013). The high rate of annual teacher turnover creates a disruption in the 
school, which leads to instability in the classroom with a detrimental reduction in academic 
progress (Martinez-Garcia & Slate, 2009).  
 Fishman (2015) reported that, nationally, 25% of students who reside in rural 
communities live in poverty. He continued that 48 of the 50 counties with the highest rate of 
child-poverty are located in rural communities. In addition, rural middle school students are 
almost twice as likely as urban students to experience drug use. It does not get better for rural 
students in regards to mental health. High-poverty rural schools are twice as likely to have 
students who commit or think about committing suicide (Fishman, 2015). Students in high-
poverty rural schools have many factors that affect their academic achievement; however, an 
added risk factor is the high rate of teacher turnover, which leads to a higher percentage of 
underqualified teachers in the classroom (Beesley, Atwill, Blair, & Barley, 2010; Dolton & 
Newson, 2003; Fishman, 2015; Goodpaster et al., 2012). Finally, Arne Duncan (2010) made the 
point very clear during his visit to Columbia College, “no matter your race, national origin, 
disability, or zip code, every child is entitled to a quality public education” (pp. 13-14).  In 




qualified teachers” (Duncan, 2010, p. 14). If we do not find a way to reduce teacher turnover, 
which is a contributing factor in the denial of quality education for students in high-poverty rural 
schools, then equal access will never happen.  
Statement of Purpose 
 The purpose of this study is to investigate teacher turnover in high-poverty rural schools. 
Noting the current body of research on teacher turnover in high-poverty rural schools, this study 
examines teachers’ working conditions through the psychological state of efficacy. The study 
adds to the body of knowledge about teacher turnover in high-poverty rural schools by exploring 
another way for school and district leaders to enhance working conditions to retain good teachers 
and ultimately provide a quality education for all students.  
Theoretical Framework 
Grounded in the social cognitive theory (SCT) developed by Albert Bandura (Bandura, 
1977), this study investigates the relationship between efficacy and teacher turnover intent. This 
chapter briefly explores the social cognitive theory, but Chapter Two provides more detail. 
Within the social cognitive theory, Bandura (1977, 1997) developed the construct of self-efficacy 
to fill a gap in other learning theories by including people as participants in their environment 
and not just a product of their environment. Self-efficacy is one’s belief in their ability to 
perform at the level of what is expected to produce a specific outcome (Bandura, 1986). Bandura 
(1997) introduced collective efficacy, which is the belief that the group has the ability and 
capacity to perform at a specific level to produce a specific outcome. The study of efficacy has 
grown into a widely researched area across many fields including education (Bandura, 1997). 
Multiple studies linked self-efficacy or collective efficacy to teacher job satisfaction and job 




Klassen, Usher, & Bong, 2010; Maqbool, 2017; O’Brennan, Pas, & Bradshaw, 2017; Skaalvik & 
Skaalvik, 2007; Wang, Hall, & Rahimi, 2015). Furthermore, researchers associate teacher 
burnout to attrition, health risks such as emotional exhaustion (Rumschlag, 2017), and student 
motivation (Shen et al., 2015). The theoretical framework provided throughout this study focuses 
on the SCT and specifically efficacy (self and collective) because of the link to job satisfaction, 
job burnout, and other factors that lead to either staying with the current job or quitting.  
Rooted in behaviorism of the late 1800s and early 1900s, the social cognitive theory 
expands on the work of several academics. The groundbreaking work of theorists John B. 
Watson and Edward Lee Thorndike explain behaviorism as a response to stimuli, but they do not 
accept observation as a mechanism within the scope of the learning process (Bandura, 2005). 
Behaviorism’s central idea focuses on the environmental influence on behavior (McLeod, 2017). 
Watson wrote in 1913 about the way environmental factors influence behaviors without internal 
stimuli.  He believed that learning is a behavior that develops through two types of conditioning, 
classical and operant, and that we are born without innate behaviors (McLeod, 2017). 
The seminal work of Neal Miller and John Dollard in 1941, which scholars labeled social 
learning theories (SLTs), introduced the idea of “drive reduction principles” (Pajares, 2002, p. 1).  
Bandura recognized that Miller and Dollard’s theory was the first of its kind to include modeling 
as a process of learning, but he found problems in their approach, in that the theory did not 
accept responses without reinforcement (Bandura, 2005; Pajares, 2002).  Theorists accepted the 
thought of modeling, but they did not expand on it as a formative way of behavior response.  
Miller and Dollard theorized that the learning process derives from four components: drive 
(internal motivation), cue (body’s internal mechanism for response), response (actual body’s 




positive or negative) (Tangen, 2010). 
Psychologist Albert Bandura began studying human behavior decades ago in the peak of 
behaviorism (Bandura, 2019).  In the early 1960s, Bandura (1977) published his seminal “Bobo 
Doll” study to understand learning behaviors. Social cognitive theory was developed with the 
idea that people are self-agents and have the ability to make decisions that affect their 
environment and ultimately their life (Bandura, 1977). The theory does not limit human behavior 
to a product of the environment, but it makes it a contributing determinant to the environment.  
Learning from observation and modeling allows people to adapt skills or concepts to their 
individual purposes. In addition, learning through the lens of observation and modeling provides 
the learner with the opportunity to retain the behavior in symbolic and verbal forms. 
Researchers have viewed SCT as a learning theory, which is the theory’s foundational 
setting, but it is much more than a learning theory.  SCT is a theory of human functioning, 
including the process of learning (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Pajares, 2002). Bandura (1986) 
advanced the notion of human functioning as a reciprocal process of three influential 
determinants: personal, behavioral, and environmental influences.  Determinants are “internal or 
external conditions that cause an event to occur” (Nugent, 2013a, para. 1).  Bandura ( 1986) 
expanded the definition of determinants as the effects of factors without a causal trail of 
sequential events.  In SCT, many factors can influence determinants without a specific order of 
events giving way to the formation of a reciprocal triadic model of determinisms.  The process of 
reciprocity means that the factors are multidimensional, and they do not operate in sequential 
order; consequently, each factor can influence the other without contributing to the third factor.  
In SCT, the nature of human function has its roots in basic capabilities: symbolize, use 




Bandura’s (1977) article Self-Efficacy: Toward a Unifying Theory of Behavioral Change 
focuses on the theoretical framework within SCT of how self-efficacy impacts behavior.  The 
SCT support of a person’s achievement depends on behavior as well as personal and 
environmental factors (Bandura, 1997). Bandura (1993) states that “efficacy beliefs influence 
how people feel, think, motivate themselves, and behave” (p. 118). A person must believe that he 
or she can produce the expected outcome, or he or she will expend less energy and effort to 
complete tasks (Bandura, 1993; Zimmerman, 2008).  These self-efficacy behaviors impact the 
ambitions people have to complete difficult tasks or to push through adversities.  They impact 
cognitive competencies through the influences of the belief in one’s self, and they provide for 
increased motivation (Bandura, 1993).  Bandura (1993) states that people contribute to their 
personal functioning “through mechanisms of personal agency,” but the most important idea in 
that contribution is the belief that they have personal control of actions that affect their lives (p. 
118).  
People who have high levels of self-efficacy have big dreams, think more clearly, set out 
to achieve at a higher level, and make firm commitments to accomplish their goals and to 
perform difficult tasks (Bandura, 1997; Zimmerman, 2008).  In addition, Bandura (1997) writes 
that people who have high levels of self-efficacy have high levels of internal motivation, because 
they believe they can accomplish their goals, and they have plans to accomplish their goals.  
People with high levels of self-efficacy are better able to cope with stress because they can 
manage their environments and surround themselves with support and reinforcements (Bandura, 
1997). 
This study focuses on poor, small, rural schools with a high population of students who 




at the same rate as more affluent large schools. With that in mind, the social cognitive theory and 
more specifically the construct of self-efficacy, creates the theoretical framework for this study. 
The framework is a guide for the researcher to investigate teacher turnover intent by exploring 
their psychological beliefs about their abilities as a teacher. As previously mentioned, the level of 
efficacy contributes to the strength of internal motivation, job satisfaction or burnout, and 
turnover. Therefore, this study’s purpose is to provide leaders of poor, small, rural schools with 
an alternative method through psychological means to improve on and ultimately reduce teacher 
turnover.  
Research Questions 
 The study explores the following questions:   
1. What is the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and intent to leave the 
job? 
2. What is the relationship between the level of collective teacher efficacy and 
intent to leave the job? 
3. What is the relationship between efficacy in student engagement and intent to 
leave the job? 
4. What is the relationship between efficacy in instructional strategies and intent 
to leave the job? 
5. What is the relationship between efficacy in classroom management and intent 
to leave the job? 
 Assumptions 
 The following are assumptions of the researcher for the study: 




2. The participants were for contract renewal. 
3. The participants are able to read English and understand the directions for 
self-reporting.  
 The researcher assumes that all participants completed the survey honestly in order to 
uphold the integrity of the study. Participation was voluntary; therefore, completing the survey 
was an indication of motivation and interest in providing data for the study.  Another assumption 
is that the building principal forwarded the survey to all teachers who were on track for contract 
renewal. The study focuses on public schools in Missouri, a state in the United States. 
Consequently, the researcher assumes the participants are English speaking and were able to read 
the survey.  
Limitations 
 The following are limitations of the study:   
1. The completion of each survey was dependent on the motivation and/or mood 
of the participant on that day.  
2. The number of possible participants was dependent on the building principal’s 
willingness to forward the surveys to all teachers who met selection criteria.  
 A limitation of the study is the motivation or mood of the participant who completed the 
survey. Participants who just had a performance review could potentially complete the survey 
differently than they would on a different day. Another limitation of the study is the willingness 
of the building principal to assist the researcher in the study by distributing the survey to the 
teachers.   
 The researcher attempted to contact building principals who did not have any participants 




explained the study is not to encourage or motivate teachers to seek new jobs, but to provide an 
inside look at the psychological state of teachers in each school. The results of this study are 
valuable to high-poverty, small, and rural school principals and superintendents with budget 
constraints and compete with bigger and larger capacity schools to retain teachers.   
Delimitations 
 The following are delimitations of the study: 
1. The results of this study could be generalizable to school and district leaders 
who (a) are in small, rural schools, (b) have high-poverty student population, 
and (c) are in the state of Missouri. 
2. The study utilizes the U.S. Department of Education and the U.S. Census 
Bureau’s definition of the level of poverty, small, and rural schools, which 
limits the number of participants.  
3. The criteria for schools to qualify for the REAP program in Missouri limits 
the number of schools that could participate in the study.  
4. The level of student poverty in Missouri public schools limits the number of 
schools that met the criteria for the study.   
5. The study focuses on the intent of teachers to quit their job and not who 
actually quit their job. 
6. The psychological state of the participant at the time they completed the 
survey limits the data collected for the survey.  
7. The study focuses on efficacy because the review of the literature shows that 
the level of a person’s efficacy relates to their job satisfaction and burnout.  




consistent with the literature.  
 The researcher intends for the study to be generalizable for small, rural schools across the 
United States with similar characteristics. The study focuses on small and rural schools in 
Missouri because the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education reported (2018) that 
the state is interested in this issue and the turnover rate is 16.4% annually which is close to the 
national average (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2018). Small 
schools across the United States with similar characteristics experienced similar teacher turnover 
issues. The U.S. Department of Education and the U.S. Census Bureau provided the definition of 
poverty for this study which limited the number of schools that met the criteria. The number of 
qualifying schools over time could change as populations move and schools enroll new students. 
The REAP program’s existence depends on the Federal Government’s annual budget allocation. 
Consequently, the number of qualifying schools could change if the department revises 
qualifications based on funds available. Finally, the construct of efficacy within the social 
cognitive theory limits the study’s parameters, therefore the exploration of other variables was 
beyond the scope of this study.    
Definitions 
Free and Reduced Lunch Program – Criteria set by each state to determine financial hardship 
for students’ families. The federal program under the NSLP to provide meals to students 
throughout the country in elementary and secondary schools (“NCES Blog | Free or reducedprice 
lunch: A proxy for poverty?,” n.d.).  
National School Lunch Program (NSLP) – Federal program that provides free or reduced-
price lunches to students in elementary or secondary schools. The program provides meals for 




lunch: A proxy for poverty?,” n.d.).  
Rural – “Encompasses all population, housing, and territory not included within an urban area” 
(Bureau, n.d.). The National Center of Education Statistics (NCES) organizes the rural locale 
category into three subcategories: Fringe, Distant, and Remote. Fringe is a rural territory that is 
less than five miles from an urban area. Distant is a rural territory that is more than five but not 
more than 25 miles from an urban area. Remote is a rural territory that is more than 25 miles 
from an urban area (“CCD School and District Glossary,” n.d.). 
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) – Federal program that is part of the 
Elementary Secondary Education Act (ESEA) to help rural school districts receive additional 
funds to operate the school (“Rural Education Achievement Program,” 2005).  
Small, Rural Schools Achievement Program (SRSA) – Federal program initiative under 
REAP that provides additional funds to small, rural schools to assist in improving student 
achievement (“Small, Rural School Achievement Program,” 2018). 
Small School – A school that has an average daily attendance of fewer than 600 students 
(“Small, Rural School Achievement Program,” 2018).  
Teacher Turnover Intent – The intent of quitting the teaching profession altogether, leaving the 
school or district (De Neve & Devos, 2017; Heikonen et al., 2017; Hoigaard et al., 2012; Tiplic 
et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2015). 
Overview of Research Design 
 A researcher’s ontological position, epistemological view, and method of acquiring 
knowledge affect the development and direction of inquiry (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Tuli, 
2010). Ary, Jacobs, Irvine, and Walker (2018) observed that quantitative research involves 




research seeks to answer “predetermined questions and test hypotheses” (Ary et al., 2018, p. 10). 
Positivism provides the basic philosophical guidance for this nonexperimental study. Positivism 
is a philosophy focused on strict absolute knowledge founded through experience (Schwandt, 
2015). Positivists view the world as discoverable and formulated procedures must be used to 
reveal it (Tuli, 2010).  
Nonexperimental research methodology involves the study of variables over which the 
researcher has no control (Hoy & Adams, 2016). A researcher engaging in nonexperimental 
research does not manipulate either variable because the variables interact naturally (Ary, Jacobs, 
& Sorensen , 2010). Consequently, a researcher who uses a nonexperimental methodology may 
have to rely on participant feedback to acquire data to measure variable interactions (Rutberg & 
Bouikidis, 2018). 
 A survey research method is used to collect data from participants through a systematic 
approach to questions (Ponto, 2015). Researchers who use surveys to collect data often use a 
series of scales to measure the characteristics of respondents (Ary et al., 2010). Social scientists 
use surveys to measure, describe, and investigate human behavior through questionnaires 
administered by someone or taken individually by the respondent (Ponto, 2015). A survey 
developed with validity is one that obtains the results it intends to obtain. In other words, a 
reliable and valid test accurately and consistently measures what it is designed to measure (Ary 
et al., 2010; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The researcher utilizes the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 
Scale developed by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) to measure self-efficacy.  In 
addition, the researcher uses the Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale developed by Tschannen-
Moran and Barr (2004) to measure the level of collective efficacy in each school.  Finally, the 




Elstad (2015). Chapter Two explores each survey instrument in more detail.   
 The researcher developed a potential sample list for the study through collaboration with 
the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) and the website of the 
U.S. Department of Education’s Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP).  The REAP 
program outlined additional qualifications for the researcher to filter the list of potential 
participants.  Furthermore, the definition of small, mid-high, and high poverty limits the number 
of schools that qualify for the study.   
 The researcher uses SPSS Statistics software to analyze the data utilizing correlation tests 
to calculate the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r).  Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficient (r) is calculated when variables being explored are continuous (Salkind & 
Frey, 2020). Correlation analysis determined if a relationship between variables exists as well as 
the direction and strength of the relationship (Hoy & Adams, 2016).  In this study, the researcher 
explores the relationship between efficacy (self and collective) and teacher turnover (intention to 
quit).  
Summary 
 In this chapter, I provided background to the study, significance of the study, and a brief 
description of the research design.  In the subsequent chapters, I will provide a more in-depth 
discussion about each topic. Chapter Two explores the background of teacher turnover globally, 
nationally, and regionally. It presents a discussion of the study’s theoretical framework and 
reviews social cognitive theory’s origin, development, and current components. The discussion 
continues by narrowing the scope of the theory to the construct of self-efficacy and collective 







 The alarming rate of teacher turnover that occurs in our schools today is not solely 
confined within the borders of the United States. A large amount of research exists worldwide 
regarding the teacher turnover crisis in education (Bruinsma & Jansen, 2010; Hoigaard et al., 
2012; Tiplic et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2015). The high teacher turnover rates in the United States 
overall are concerning, but even more problematic are higher rates of teacher turnover in hard to 
staff areas. Few studies focus on why teachers at any stage of their career leave small, rural 
schools in the United States. There is a gap in knowledge specific to teacher turnover in high-
poverty, small, rural schools in the United States. 
 This literature review summarizes the existing general body of knowledge about teacher 
turnover and the effects teacher turnover has on organizations as well as student achievement. 
Specifically, there is a section in this review that draws attention to the research of teacher 
turnover in rural schools. Within the review, there are sections focused on the specific reasons 
that teachers leave a school or the profession. Finally, the researcher draws upon the theoretical 
framework of the social cognitive theory through the construct of self-efficacy to form the 
foundation of the study and its research methodology.  
Search Strategy 
 The literature review starts with a strategy to search for all relevant studies within the 
extensive research that exists on the topic of teacher turnover.  Keywords that would drive the 
focus of the review specific to the study such as teacher turnover, employee turnover, teacher 
retention, teacher recruitment, teacher job satisfaction, teacher job burnout, self-efficacy, 




existing knowledge. Google Scholar and EBSCOhost are the databases searched in this review 
through Southern Illinois University’s Morris Online Library. The review includes peer-
reviewed journal articles, books, government reports, and dissertations published in the last 20 
years except for publications about the social cognitive theory. The search strategy the researcher 
uses to explore the social cognitive theory expands from the seminal work in 1977 to the present.  
Teacher Turnover 
 Employee turnover is a normal process in every occupation, but a large amount of 
turnover can cause organization instability (Holme, Jabbar, Germain, & Dinning, 2018; 
Martinez-Garcia & Slate, 2009). Bolman and Deal (2013) write that organizations “[invest] in 
people on the premise that a highly motivated and skilled workforce is a powerful competitive 
advantage” (p. 135). Human resource is vital for an organization to survive, therefore, the 
importance of fostering human capital is critical to the success of the organization.  
Overview 
 Schools are not exempt from turnover as with all organizations. Annual teacher turnover 
in schools is expected and, in most cases, healthy; however, too much turnover can create 
instability and human resource challenges (Allensworth, Ponisciak, & Mazzeo, 2009; Holme et 
al., 2018; Ronfeldt et al., 2013). Instability in schools affects the social capital of the 
organization, which, in turn, affects organizational trust, knowledge, and progress toward the 
mission and vision of the school (Holme & Rangel, 2012). “Staff instability can become a 
vicious cycle, as turnover can have negative effects on organizational culture, further driving 
additional teacher exits” (Holme et al., 2018, p. 62). Constant teacher turnover impedes on the 
opportunity for new teachers to create relationships and cultivate a sense of belonging.  




instability, poor school climate (Ingersoll, 2003; Kraft et al., 2016), and possible teacher 
shortages in many hard to staff schools (Aragon, 2016; Cowan, Goldhaber, Hayes, & Theobald, 
2016; Dupriez, Delvaux, & Lothaire, 2016; Fishman, 2015; Goodpaster et al., 2012; Ingersoll, 
2003; Ingersoll, Merrill, & Stuckey, 2018; Watlington et al., 2010), which ultimately could lead 
to poor student achievement (Dolton & Newson, 2003;  Fishman, 2015; Hanushek, Rivkin, & 
Schiman, 2016; Johnson et al., 2012; Kraft et al., 2016; Ronfeldt et al., 2013; Ulferts, 2015; 
Watlington et al., 2010). The high rate of annual teacher turnover, for reasons other than 
retirement, is concerning and should continue to be addressed in research and policy (Aragon, 
2016; Bland et al., 2014; Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Ingersoll et al., 2014, 
2018; Lazarev et al., 2017; Sorensen & Ladd, 2018; Sutcher et al., 2016).  
 Teacher turnover “refers to the change in teachers from one year to the next in a 
particular school setting” (Sorensen & Ladd, 2018, p. 1) including “movers” and “leavers” in one 
large index (Goldring et al., 2014). Movers are teachers who leave a school at the end of the year 
for either another school within the same district or another school in an entirely different 
district. Leavers are teachers who leave the teaching profession altogether for any reason and 
either enter another field or become unemployed.  
 Included in this review are studies that use teacher turnover or teacher turnover intent.  
Bandura (2001) explains that an “intention” is different than an action simply by the amount of 
time. Expanding on this thought, he writes that intentions are “a representation of future course 
of action” and a planned-out commitment to the action (Bandura, 2001, p. 6). Therefore it is 
within reason to study intentions “grounded in self-motivators affecting the likelihood of 
actions” (Bandura, 2001, p. 6). The researcher of this study explores the intention to quit 




without a teacher.  
Global Problem 
 Researchers have studied teacher turnover all over the world, which shows that it is a 
concerning problem without borders (Bruinsma & Jansen, 2010; Capri & Guler, 2018; De Neve 
& Devos, 2017; Dolton & Newson, 2003; Gallo & Beckman, 2016; Harfitt, 2015; Heikonen et 
al., 2017; Hoigaard et al., 2012;  Pomaki, DeLongis, Frey, Short, & Woehrle, 2010; Swanson, 
2012; Tiplic et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2015; Zhang & Zhang, 2012). Over half of the studies 
focus on beginning or early career teachers in their sample (Bruinsma & Jansen, 2010; De Neve 
& Devos, 2017; Harfitt, 2015; Heikonen et al., 2017; Hoigaard et al., 2012; Tiplic et al., 2015) 
while the others are not limited in the number of years of experience. Wang et al. (2015) report 
that the teacher turnover rates in other developed countries are as disappointing as the United 
States. Specifically, 40% of European students and 30% of Australian students who enter the 
field leave within the first five years. De Neve and Devos (2017) support the world-wide claim 
reporting that 13% of early career teachers in Belgium turnover in that same time period whereas 
33% leave in Norway (Tiplic et al., 2015). Consequently, many students all over the world have 
to deal with new teachers every year.  
United States Problem 
 Currently, teacher turnover in the United States has reached an alarming rate of 16% 
annually (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). Up to 50% of teachers turnover within 
the first five years of their careers (Gray et al., 2015; Ingersoll, 2003; Sutcher et al., 2016).  The 
majority of teacher turnover is split between teachers who leave the profession altogether and 
those who change schools for various reasons (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; 




turnover in the United States is a problem nationwide, but more so in areas of high-poverty, high 
populations with students of color, and schools located in rural or urban areas (Aragon, 2016; 
Bland et al., 2014; Dupriez et al., 2016; Goldring et al., 2014; Gray et al., 2015; Ingersoll et al., 
2014, 2018; Martinez-Garcia & Slate, 2009; Simon & Johnson, 2015; Sutcher et al., 2016). 
Rural America Problem 
 The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) locale classification categorizes U. 
S. Territory into city, suburban, or rural.  Ratcliffe, Burd, Holder, and Fields (2016) report that in 
2010 the census data revealed 80.7% of the nationwide population was located in urban areas, 
which only occupied 3.0% of the land. The most recent report on the NCES website shows rural 
school districts are 53% of all school districts in the country. In addition, 27.7% of students 
attend a rural school, which is about 18% of the student population in the public school system in 
the United States (“Rural Education in America Data on Schools and School Districts,” n.d.). 
 Rural schools in the United States are more likely to have higher rates of teacher turnover 
that result in unqualified teachers teaching classes they are not trained to teach (Fishman, 2015; 
Monk, 2007). Rural schools with high poverty are more likely to have vacant classrooms or 
struggle to find a qualified applicant who meets certification requirements compared to urban 
and suburban schools (Fishman, 2015; Holme et al., 2018). In addition, rural schools are more 
likely to have only one teacher teaching a content area and if that teacher quits it results in 
classes either not offered or taught by an unqualified teacher (Beesley et al., 2010). 
 Rural schools are more likely to experience instability (teacher turnover or vacant 
classrooms) for multiple years than urban schools (Holme et al., 2018). Rural schools are two 
times more likely to experience multiple bouts of teacher turnover and severe loss of staff than 




Consequently, rural school students may see many different teachers during their time in primary 
and secondary school. Furthermore, these same students do not have the opportunity to take 
advanced courses in specific content areas because the school cannot find qualified teachers. The 
damaging result is that rural students and their suburban and urban peers are prepared differently 
for postsecondary education.  
Teacher Turnover Factors 
 Working conditions. The most commonly cited reason for teachers moving to different 
schools or leaving the profession is dissatisfaction with working conditions (Burkhauser, 2017; 
Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; Ingersoll, 2001; Ingersoll et al., 2014). Researchers 
defined working conditions in many facets. In this review, researchers defined working 
conditions in some way within the scope of the following areas: administrative support, student 
discipline, teacher input for decisions, salaries, leadership, professional development, school 
facilities, accountability, resources, student expectations, colleague relationships, job assignment, 
class size, and/or school safety (Burkhauser, 2017; Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; 
Ingersoll, 2001; Ingersoll et al., 2014; Kraft et al., 2016; Ladd, 2011). Ultimately, the definition 
of working conditions encompasses almost every area of teaching and contributing factors of 
employment.  
 Ingersoll (2001) describes working conditions as administrative support, student 
discipline, input in decision-making, and salaries. In this study, the researcher examined if our 
nation really had a teacher shortage due to increased student enrollment and teacher retirement as 
predicted two decades prior in many national reports. Ingersoll (2001) quickly found that the 
nation did not have a teacher shortage due to retirements, but because qualified teachers were 




factors, such as teacher job dissatisfaction and teachers seeking to pursue better jobs or other 
careers” (Ingersoll, 2001, p. 524). The results indicated that teacher retirement is minimal to the 
overall annual teacher turnover rate. Accordingly, the teaching profession is not a desired field of 
study by many and some do not find this out until they experience it their self.    
 Ladd (2011) narrowed the scope of working conditions a little by limiting it to leadership, 
professional development, and school facilities. He considers teachers’ perceptions of their 
working conditions with the intent to quit and actually quitting or moving to different schools. 
The results of this study are consistent with other studies that show the importance of working 
conditions in teacher turnover. Ladd (2011) notes that among all of the factors in working 
conditions, leadership quality by far has a greater effect on intentions to quit and actually quitting 
than any other factor.  
 Ingersoll et al. (2014) broadened the prior definition by Ingersoll (2001) to include 
accountability, teaching resources, and professional development. The researchers explored the 
results of seven cycles of the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) using a large sample of 
50,000 teachers across the nation. Seven trends among the teaching profession emerged. They 
found that both student enrollment and teacher supply grew over a 20-year period. Another trend 
is that a large percentage of teachers were approaching retirement age, but had peaked and, 
therefore, not the primary cause for teacher shortages. In their study, they recognize a 
corresponding trend to the retirement trend is that the average age of teachers is lowering in 
response to hiring new teachers to fill vacancies by retirees. In addition to the other trends 
already mentioned, they find that the teaching profession has more women and more diversity 
than in years past  as compared to previous studies. The final trend they find is that teaching is 




all occupations, but it is among the highest when compared to professional degree occupations 
with a rate of over 14% annually and close to 50% turnover within the first five years. In all, they 
found that working conditions are the most cited reason for moving to different schools or 
leaving the profession.    
 Kraft et al. (2016) expanded previous definitions to include student expectations and 
relationships among staff in their definition. In this study, the researchers investigate teacher 
turnover and student achievement through the lens of organizational context (working 
conditions). They find that improved working conditions are related to teacher turnover, which, 
in turn, is related to student achievement on standardized assessments. Kraft et al. (2016) suggest 
that schools improve leadership skills, increase student expectations, and improve safety 
mechanisms to reduce teacher turnover and improve student achievement.  
 Carver-Thomas and Darling-Hammond (2017) explored working conditions through the 
limits of job assignments, class size, school facilities, classroom resources, and school safety. 
This study utilizes data from both the SASS and Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS) to explore 
teacher turnover. They find that on average the national teacher turnover rate was around 16% 
when taking into account both movers and leavers. Teachers in this study reveal that assessment 
and dissatisfaction with state and federal accountability mandates are the most often cited reason 
for them leaving the profession. If this study redefines the definition of working conditions to 
coincide with other studies that include administrative support, teacher empowerment, 
preparation time, and student discipline then working conditions would again be the most cited 
reason for moving or leaving the profession.  
 Burkhauser (2017) investigated the school principal’s effect on working conditions in 




preparation to teach, and the school’s physical environment with the already mentioned 
administrative support, teacher input, and professional development. She found that principals 
were able to influence working conditions to reduce teacher turnover. Finally, she suggests that 
schools with high turnover look for principals who understand the importance of the school 
environment to reduce teacher turnover (Burkhauser, 2017).  
 Beginning teacher working conditions. Teachers early in their career (first five years) 
need to feel that they have a purpose in the school and are part of the team to enhance learning 
opportunities for students (Tiplic et al., 2015). In addition, Tiplic et al. (2015) note that school 
administrators who build relationships with beginning teachers and gain the trust of their staff are 
less likely to experience high rates of turnover from early career teachers. Further, early career 
teachers who feel like they are part of the team and trust their colleagues and administrators are 
more likely to increase their level of efficacy and reduce their thoughts about leaving the school 
or profession. Schools need to create a trusting and purposeful environment for beginning 
teachers to help reduce teacher turnover (Tiplic et al., 2015).  
 Harfitt (2015) explored the life of two beginning teachers with very different experiences, 
but the findings suggest the same practical implications with working conditions. The qualitative 
study Harfitt (2015) conducted with two teachers, one who left the profession after one year and 
the other who did not, provides real-life accounts of how working conditions affect leaving 
intentions. The teacher who left the profession after one year did not have any administrative or 
colleague support the entire school year: neither took the time to build a relationship with her or 
encourage her to ask for help. The other teacher had a completely different experience with 
administrative and colleague support, purpose, and collective responsibility. She continued to 




principal. The findings in this study support the need for positive working conditions for 
beginning teachers to reduce turnover.  
 Personal factors. Another reason teachers leave the profession or school is because of 
the effects it has on their health. The demands of teaching for teachers are tough and in some 
cases lead to burnout or health problems, which could result in early career teachers quitting or 
others exiting before retirement (Capri & Guler, 2018; Hoigaard et al., 2012; Klassen et al., 
2010; Molero Jurado, Pérez-Fuentes, Atria, Oropesa Ruiz, & Gázquez Linares, 2019; O’Brennan 
et al., 2017; Rumschlag, 2017; Shen et al., 2015; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; Wang et al., 2015; 
Zhang & Zhang, 2012). Rumschlag (2017) studied teacher burnout and found that teachers feel 
the lack of accomplishment because educational initiatives are always changing. In this day and 
age of change and government pressure for accountability, some teachers experience low levels 
of personal accomplishment, higher levels of emotional exhaustion, and depersonalization. 
Similarly, Chinese pre-college (elementary and secondary) teachers experience more 
depersonalization and emotional exhaustion than college instructors (Zhang & Zhang, 2012). 
Consequently, teachers who have higher levels of self-efficacy or collective efficacy are less 
likely to experience psychological or emotional health problems from teaching alone (Wang et 
al., 2015). With this in mind, it is worthwhile to establish the level of teacher efficacy in schools 
not only to retain our good teachers but also to contribute to their overall health.  
Effects of Teacher Turnover  
 Student achievement. The results from studies of the effects of high rates of teacher 
turnover on student achievement have sparked discussions about incoming instructional quality 
and change in organizational dynamics left behind by the departures (Dolton & Newson, 2003; 




and Newson (2003), Hanushek et al. (2016), and Ronfeldt et al. (2013) found that student test 
scores decline when schools experience high rates of teacher turnover. Beyond test scores, other 
researchers have tried to explain such drops in academic achievement by exploring the students 
and teachers who were left behind by the leaving teachers (Kraft et al., 2016; Sorensen & Ladd, 
2018).  
 Dolton and Newson (2003) explored the effects of student achievement from teacher 
turnover in London. The researchers examined scores from the Standard Attainment Test (SAT) 
and found that schools with the highest teacher turnover scored lower than those with minimal 
turnover. They note that the low achieving schools had higher levels of poverty and years of high 
levels of teacher turnover. The two factors working in tandem could be the result of a never-
ending cycle of low performance and high turnover (Dolton & Newson, 2003).   
 The eight-year study by Ronfeldt et al. (2013) examined 850,000 student test scores in 
New York City and found similar results as Dolton and Newson (2003). They specifically 
focused on test scores from fourth and fifth graders in English Language Arts (ELA) and 
mathematics. Consequently, similar to the previous study, the results indicate that high rates of 
teacher turnover negatively affect test scores of students. In addition, the most harmful school 
characteristics were those with a history of low performance and higher rates of minority 
students particularly students of color.  
 Conversely, a study in Texas found that student scores in low performing schools are 
affected more than in high performing schools when they experience years of high teacher 
turnover (Hanushek et al., 2016). In this study, the researchers investigate the quality of 
instruction resulting from teacher turnover resulting in changes in student achievement. The 




schools were affected more than the scores of students who attend high achieving schools. The 
researcher attributes the reduction in student achievement to the loss of knowledge and 
experience in the grades with the highest turnover.  
 Other researchers examined student achievement by investigating the organizational 
dynamics of the school in response to teacher turnover (Kraft et al., 2016; Sorensen & Ladd, 
2018). In both studies, the researchers considered the organizational context of the remaining 
students and teachers in relation to student achievement. Kraft et al. (2016) note that when the 
organizational context is strong resulting in lower teacher turnover then student achievement 
would be higher. Sorensen and Ladd (2018) found that schools with higher rates of teacher 
turnover are more likely to experience a larger number of teachers who teach classes outside of 
their preparation track. They continued that this larger number results in a lower quality of 
instructional staff and a disruption in the cohesiveness of the organization. As a result, the 
continued disruption in the organization is more likely to lead to more turnover. Finally, Ronfeldt 
et al. (2013) expressed similar thoughts in that high teacher turnover over is likely to contribute 
to a disruption in the organization by loss of “collegiality or relational trust among faculty” (p. 
32). The discussion continued that it is possible the results are from a “loss of institutional 
knowledge among faculty that is critical for supporting student learning” (Ronfeldt et al., 2013, 
p. 32).  
 Teacher turnover does not always directly result in a decline in student achievement even 
if annual turnover is habitual and continuous. One issue not discussed in these studies and seems 
difficult to measure is the difference in student motivation and effort in schools with high teacher 
turnover. The studies that have shown a decline in student achievement may not be a result of 




teacher as the exiting one, therefore assuming causation for the decline.  
 Financial cost. The most recent data shows that teacher turnover costs United States 
schools close to $2.2 billion annually (Haynes, 2014). In the same report, Haynes (2014) displays 
a table of each state’s total teacher turnover cost with Missouri’s between $18.2 million and 
$39.6 million annually. Based on the same report, the cost of teacher turnover is between $4,365 
and $9,501 per teacher whereas another study’s authors showed cost estimates up to $20,000 per 
teacher (Barnes & Crowe, 2007). The actual cost is unknown because the cost tools used in 
different studies were inconsistent in measurement variables resulting in a large range of 
estimated annual costs per teacher (Watlington et al., 2010). Although there is disagreement 
among researchers as to the actual financial burden administered to school districts per teacher 
annually, there is an agreement that it is costly and new policies need to address the problem 
(Ingersoll et al., 2014).  
Theoretical Framework 
Albert Bandura’s (1977, 1997, 2001) seminal work, the social learning theory, later 
developed into the social cognitive theory and is the foundation of this study’s theoretical 
framework. The social cognitive theory is based on the premise that people are not strictly 
products of their environment, but also contributors through their actions to produce their 
environmental circumstances (Bandura, 2019).  Intertwined within the theory is the construct of 
efficacy, which plays an important role in the decisions people make about their lives. Finally, 
the scope of the study’s theoretical framework narrows to the construct of efficacy where the 
review of the body of knowledge focused on self (personal) and collective (group). This section 
provides an overview of the history of social cognitive theory as well as the components, 




Social Cognitive Theory  
 Origin. The origin of social cognitive theory (SCT) is in the behaviorism of the late 
1800s and early 1900s.  The groundbreaking work of theorists Watson and Thorndike explains 
behaviorism as a response to stimuli, but they do not accept observation as a mechanism within 
the scope of the learning process (Bandura, 2005).  Behaviorism’s central idea focuses on the 
environmental influence on behavior (McLeod, 2017).  Watson wrote in 1913 about the way 
environmental factors influence behaviors without internal stimuli.  He believed that learning is a 
behavior that develops through two types of conditioning, classical and operant, and that we are 
born without innate behaviors (McLeod, 2017). 
Miller and Dollard’s (1941) early work, which scholars labeled social learning theories 
(SLTs) introduced the idea of “drive reduction principles” (Pajares, 2002, p. 1).  Bandura 
recognized that Miller and Dollard’s theory was the first of its kind to include modeling as a 
process of learning, but he found problems in their approach, in that the theory did not accept 
responses without reinforcement (Bandura, 2005; Pajares, 2002).  Theorists accepted the thought 
of modeling, but they did not expand on it as a formative way of behavior response.  Miller and 
Dollard theorized that the learning process derives from four components: drive (internal 
motivation), cue (body’s internal mechanism for response), response (actual body’s response 
either internal or external), and reinforcement (a consequence of the response, either positive or 
negative) (Tangen, 2010). 
 Evolution of SCT. SLT began to take shape in the context of observational learning in 
response to the findings of Albert Bandura’s 1961 and 1963 “Bobo Doll” experiments.  Bandura 
found, in two experiments, that learning can occur through observing the behavior of others.  His 




process.  He believed that learning occurred through modeling, and it did not have to include any 
type of reinforcement (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997, 2005). 
Bandura’s SCT developed in the mid-1960s, 1970s, and early 1980s from SLT with an 
overall focus on learning through observation and a central focus on modeling (Bandura, 2005).   
Bandura (2005) continued, consequently, many theorists in the 1970s doubted Bandura’s claims, 
and contended that learning occurs in response to reinforcements.  Opponents of Bandura’s SLT 
explained that behavior without reinforcement was simply an imitation and not a learned event.  
This contention encouraged Bandura to conduct several additional studies to support his original 
claims from the Bobo Doll experiments. 
Bandura and his colleague Peter Barab conducted research, in 1971, to show how 
learning comes through “social beliefs and outcome expectations” (Bandura, 2005, p. 11), not 
through reinforcement.  Furthermore, opponents of the nature and scope of modeling as the mode 
of learning sought to show that it was simply response imitation and not learned behavior.  
Bandura refuted the oppositional claim with research that showed that “social modeling involved 
abstracting the information conveyed by specific exemplars about the structure and the 
underlying principles governing the behavior, rather than simple response mimicry” (Bandura, 
2005, p. 13).  In addition, Bandura corrected additional misconceptions that modeling limited 
creativity and problem solving by conducting research that showed that modeling actually 
promotes both.  Ultimately, modeling promotes innovation and unconventional thinking through 
adaptation to the individual.  Through individuality, modeling allows people to adapt to their 
circumstances and, through synthesizing what they know and understand, they create solutions to 
solve their problems (Bandura, 2005). 




version of learning theory.  Learning theory presents human behavior as a continuous process of 
interaction that is multidirectional.  It explains the relationship between three determinants: 
cognitive, behavioral, and environmental factors (Bandura, 1977).  Before composing his version 
of learning theory in 1977, Bandura believed there was an undetermined, unifying concept in the 
foundations of existing learning theories, including the observational learning lens he developed.  
In the mid-1970s, Bandura realized that there was an important element missing, which led him 
to include self-efficacy in his theory.  Bandura (1977) identified self-belief (self-efficacy) as the 
missing piece of his theory.  Specifically, self-efficacy is the belief in one’s capabilities to 
perform a behavior and to produce the expected outcome (Bandura, 1986).  The theory does not 
limit human behavior to a product of the environment, but it makes it a contributing determinant 
to the environment.  Learning from observation and modeling allows people to adapt skills or 
concepts to their individual purposes.  In addition, learning through the lens of observation and 
modeling provides the learner with the opportunity to retain the behavior in symbolic and verbal 
forms. 
From social learning theory to social cognitive theory.  In 1986, Albert Bandura 
relabeled his SLT as SCT in response to his belief that social modeling plays a vital role in the 
learning process.  The social label of SCT acknowledges how social origins play a vital role in 
our thoughts and actions (Bandura, 1986).  He states that SCT addresses how social systems 
affect people’s behavior in motivation and self-regulation.  The cognitive label acknowledges the 
effects of motivation on human action.  Bandura (1986) summarized SCT: 
In the social cognitive view people are neither driven by inner forces nor automatically 
shaped and controlled by external stimuli.  Rather, human functioning is explained in 




factors, and environmental events all operate as interacting determinants of each other.  
The nature of persons is defined within this perspective in terms of a number of basic 
capabilities. (p. 18) 
 A person’s actions are not dependent on one specific category of events or factors. The 
three areas of concentration in the social cognitive theory work together or reflect off of each 
other and affect decisions or actions in each individual. For instance, in schools, colleagues or 
administrative support could be interacting determinants in another teacher’s success in the 
classroom. Consequently, the teacher’s success is not solely dependent on either one of those 
determinants rather internal factors also could contribute to the outcome.   
SCT human functioning.  Five capabilities that all humans naturally possess contribute 
to human functioning.  Humans naturally possess the capacity to symbolize, forethought, 
vicarious learning, self-regulation, and self-reflection.  Human functioning is the complex result 
of the intertwined connections between personal, behavioral, and environmental influences.  A 
firm and central piece of SCT is that a person has the internal ability to control behaviors through 
his or her capabilities and influences (Bandura, 1986).  Bandura (2000) wrote, “perceived 
efficacy plays a key role in human functioning” (p. 75). In addition, he wrote that efficacy is a 
factor in people’s behavior by affecting personal goals, expectations, rational or irrational 
thinking, as well as actions they take to pursue endeavors and coping when outcomes do not go 
as expected.   
SCT human agency.  The basic idea of human agency in the social cognitive theory 
builds upon the perspective that humans are “agents” of their environment as a producer and not 
just a product (Bandura, 2000). The core of this agentic approach is self-efficacy whereas people 




outcome. Bandura (1986) expanded on his inclusion of self-efficacy in the SCT by showing that 
individuals have the independent possession of their own thoughts and actions in personal 
performance.  Human behavior has its roots in the existence of self-belief, where the degree of 
control over thoughts, feelings, and actions affects personal behavior (Bandura, 1986; Pajares, 
2002).  
SCT efficacy.  In 1997, Bandura published Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control, 
recognizing the advancement of society through a technological lens.  Bandura (1997) explains 
how the theory evolved with the transformation of society due to technological advancements 
over the years.  Even though self-efficacy is not the sole factor in SCT, it is a vital piece that 
explains human behavior.  Self-efficacy is the belief in one’s ability to perform particular tasks 
(Bandura, 1986).  Bandura (1997) points out how self-efficacy is the centerpiece to all other 
determinants in SCT.  Self-efficacy extends beyond simply confidence in a given situation or 
environment. A person’s level of self-efficacy influences motivation, emotions, energy level, and 
effort to continue in the face of stress or adversity (Bandura, 1993, 1997). In addition, the level 
of self-efficacy determines the rate and depth of knowledge one acquires.  Bandura (1997) 
introduced collective efficacy as the belief in the group to accomplish the expected outcome.   
Social media.  In 2005, Bandura expanded on the definition of symbolic modeling with 
the advancement of technology and the common inclusion of social media.  Through symbolic 
modeling, social media and the advancement of technology expand the nature of modifying 
observed events to one’s personal experiences.  Bandura (2005) partnered with colleagues to 
develop the SCT approach to societal changes.  Combining the theoretical model, translational 
and implementation model, and social diffusion model, Bandura developed a model of change.  




The translational and implementation model adapts the theoretical principles to societal changes 
through innovation and advancements.  It provides guidelines for change and implementation.  
The final expansion of social modeling through societal change is the social diffusion model.  
The social diffusion model provides the guidelines for implementation in a diverse society.  
Bandura explains that as society changes, each function within symbolic modeling requires 
specific expertise in those areas to promote social change adequately. 
Components of Social Cognitive Theory 
Researchers have viewed SCT as a learning theory, which is the theory’s foundational 
setting, but it is much more than a learning theory.  SCT is a theory of human functioning, 
including the process of learning (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Pajares, 2002).  Bandura (1986) 
advanced the notion of human functioning as a reciprocal process of three influential 
determinants: personal, behavioral, and environmental influences.  Determinants are “internal or 
external conditions that cause an event to occur” (Nugent, 2013a, para. 1).  Bandura (1986) 
expanded the definition of determinants as the effects of factors without a causal trail of 
sequential events.  In SCT, many factors can influence determinants without a specific order of 
events giving way to the formation of a reciprocal triadic model of determinisms.  The process of 
reciprocity means that the factors are multidimensional, and they do not operate in sequential 
order; consequently, each factor can influence the other without contributing to the third factor.  
In SCT, the nature of human function has its roots in basic capabilities: symbolize, use 
forethought, learn vicariously, self-regulate, and self-reflect (Bandura, 1986; Pajares, 2002). 
Capabilities of all humans.  The foundation of SCT is five capabilities all humans 
possess naturally.  The first capability is to symbolize the actions and behaviors of others through 




learning assumes that all humans have the capability to use symbolized meaning to evaluate 
experiences and to apply these meanings to themselves without using models and suffering any 
consequences.  Through symbols, people can tailor events to their personal experiences, and they 
can adjust their models to create outcomes that suit their environment (Bandura, 1986). 
Second capability.  In addition, people use symbols to engage in cognitive problem 
solving, and they utilize their second capability, forethought (Bandura, 1986).  Forethought is the 
process of anticipating future consequences or rewards for observed actions (Bandura, 1986).  
Through forethought, people engage in the triadic model symbolically and draw upon their prior 
knowledge and experiences to set goals, create plans, anticipate rewards, and evaluate 
consequences (Bandura, 2001). 
Third capability.  SCT veers off the path of traditional psychological theories by 
assuming that all people have the capacity to learn from observing others (Bandura, 1986).  The 
third capability, vicarious learning, is the process of observing others’ personal experiences 
without directly engaging in the event (Bandura, 1997).  People learn by observing the direct 
results of others’ actions without experiencing them firsthand (Bandura, 1986; Pajares, 2002). 
Fourth capability.  The fourth capability in the SCT is that people have self-regulatory 
functions that produce motivation, internal standards, and self-evaluative practices (Bandura, 
1986; Pajares, 2002).  The mechanism of self-regulation provides people with an internal instinct 
to control their actions and behavior based on their personal standards (Bandura, 2005).  The 
internal mechanism to control their behavior is a product of their judgment of consequences due 
to their action regarding the observed event (Bandura, 2005).  The final capability that all people 
naturally possess is the process of self-reflection. 




reflection.  The capacity to self-reflect is the most central of all capabilities.  Self-reflection 
allows people to analyze their experiences, knowledge, and learned consequences, and to self-
evaluate (Bandura, 2001).  The process of self-reflection produces higher or lower levels of self-
belief (self-efficacy), which plays a major role in human functioning (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 
2002). 
Determinants.  The SCT approach places value on humans functioning as agents of their 
lives, not simply products of their environment (Bandura, 1997).  The personal determinants of 
people’s lives develop through their observations and experiences (Bandura, 1997).  Both 
observations and experiences provide opportunities for people to exercise their ability to control 
their thoughts, motivations, and actions (Bandura, 2001).  SCT views people as agents of their 
environment in the decisions they make based on past observations and experiences (Bandura, 
2001).  The agentic approach to personal determinism provides the versatility for control over 
one’s actions in life, but experiences and observations shaped through self-reflection contribute 
to a primary factor of self-belief (Bandura, 1997, 2005).  Self-belief (self-efficacy) is a primary 
factor in personal determinism, and it develops through experiences, observations, social 
persuasion, and emotional and physiological states (Bandura, 1997; Pajares, 2002; Usher & 
Pajares, 2008).  
Behavior determinants.  Behavior determinants refer to “any factor which influences and 
affects behavior” (Nugent, 2013b, para. 1).  The SCT advances the view that behavior is 
complex, and that cognition plays a role in human behavior.  Human behavior in SCT is 
multidirectional, in that the cognitive process of human agency places people in environments 
that influence behavior (Pajares, 2002).  In addition, SCT accepts that people’s self-belief affects 




they behave” (p. 25).  In addition to being an influential factor for personal determinants, self-
efficacy plays a vital role in how people behave.  Bandura (1997) introduced the view that 
society is not isolated in an individualistic culture, but that we exist in a society of collectiveness.  
The introduction of collective efficacy as the group’s belief in its collective ability to solve the 
problem influences personal behavior.  Therefore, if the collective efficacy of the group is low, 
the behavior will differ from the behavior of those in a group with high levels of collective 
efficacy. 
Environmental determinants.  SCT views environmental determinants as a 
multidimensional influence that is complex and that many factors affect (Pajares, 2002).  From 
the SCT view, personal choices control environmental influences through the development of 
thoughts, motivations, and actions (Bandura, 1986).  The SCT of human agency rejects the 
notion that the environment is the overarching producer of human behavior (Pajares, 2002).  In 
addition, SCT contends that “factors such as economic conditions, socioeconomic status, and 
educational and family structures do not affect human behavior directly” (Pajares, 2002).  
Consequently, environmental factors are an indirect influence on developing personal 
determinants, specifically self-belief. 
The triadic reciprocity model of SCT explains that continuous and multidirectional 
interaction of many factors results in human functioning (Bandura, 1986).  The mutual existence 
and reciprocal processing of many different factors work together to create a specific effect 
(Bandura, 1986). “Because of the multiplicity of interacting influences, the same factor can be 
part of different blends of conditions that have different effects” (Bandura, 1986, p. 24). 
Self-Efficacy 




Change focused on the theoretical framework within SCT of how self-efficacy impacts behavior.  
The SCT support of a person’s achievement depends on behavior as well as personal and 
environmental factors (Bandura, 1997).  The SCT also claims that a person’s behaviors can 
develop and improve the capacity of expectations (Bandura, 1977).  In developing an 
understanding of self-efficacy, Bandura (1977) wrote that “a person’s estimate that a given 
behavior will lead to certain outcomes” is the outcome expectancy (p. 193).  Outcome 
expectancy is the basic foundation of self-efficacy, whereas efficacy expectation is the belief that 
one can complete the requirements successfully to produce the expected outcomes (Bandura, 
1977).  Personal self-efficacy is the belief that a person has the desired behavior to produce the 
expected outcome successfully (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997; Zimmerman, 2008). 
Bandura (1993) states that “efficacy beliefs influence how people feel, think, motivate 
themselves, and behave” (p. 118).  A person must believe that he or she can produce the 
expected outcome, or he or she will expend less energy and effort to complete tasks (Bandura, 
1993, 1997; Zimmerman, 2008).  These self-efficacy behaviors impact the ambitions people 
have to complete difficult tasks or to push through adversities.  They impact cognitive 
competencies through the influences of the belief in one’s self, and they provide for increased 
motivation (Bandura, 1993; Pajares & Schunk, 2005).  Bandura (1993) adds that people 
contribute to their personal functioning “through mechanisms of personal agency”, but the most 
important idea in that contribution is the belief that they have personal control of actions that 
affect their lives (p. 118). 
People with high levels of self-efficacy have big dreams, think more clearly, set out to 
achieve at a higher level, and make firm commitments to accomplish their goals and to perform 




Bandura (1997) wrote that people who have high levels of self-efficacy have high levels of 
internal motivation, because they believe they can accomplish their goals, and they have plans to 
accomplish their goals.  People with high levels of self-efficacy are better able to cope with 
stress because they can manage their environments and surround themselves with support and 
reinforcements (Bandura, 1997). 
Self-efficacy has four major pillars: performance accomplishments (mastery 
experiences), vicarious experiences (social modeling), verbal persuasion (social persuasion), and 
emotional arousal (emotional and physiological states). Each of these pillars contributes to 
raising or lowering the level of efficacy each person possesses for that specific situation or 
capability.  
Mastery experiences.  Performance accomplishments depend on the experiences 
someone has in mastering a task (Bandura, 1997).  Mastery experiences also result from 
successes and failures, but in both cases, people gain new knowledge, and self-efficacy either 
increases or decreases as a result (Bandura, 1977, 1997).  Performance accomplishments are the 
most powerful foundations of self-efficacy because of the direct experience of success or failure 
impacts the level of self-efficacy.  It is the way in which a person believes it is possible to alter 
experiences that impact efficacy the most (Bandura, 1997).  Experiences of failure are not 
detrimental if people later overcome them with success through dedication and improved effort 
(Bandura, 1977).  Limited failures that people overcome contribute to improved motivation and 
perseverance, leading to increased levels of self-efficacy.  Continuous exposure to mastery 
experiences leads people to higher levels of self-efficacy, which means that they work harder, 
longer, and more creatively to find solutions to critical and challenging tasks (Bandura, 1993).  




will overcome future obstacles and accomplish challenging tasks successfully (Pajares, 1996). 
Social modeling.  Vicarious experiences are the observations of others’ success in 
challenging tasks and the belief that it is possible to duplicate that success because of equal 
ability (Bandura, 1977, 1997; Donohoo, 2017; Schunk, 2012).  Although vicarious experiences 
are not as pronounced as mastery experiences because they are not direct, they make an impact 
on self-efficacy levels if the person believes that he or she is just as capable of performing the 
observed behavior successfully to produce the expected outcome (Bandura, 1977).  Personal 
experience is not always available; therefore, people rely on the observation of others with 
similar ability to judge personal behavior to produce the desired outcome.  People who do not 
have personal experience can rely on others such as friends, parents, and professionals to gain 
the experience they need to resolve the problem successfully (Pajares, 1996).  In contrast, the 
level of confidence in the people one is observing will lead to either a positive or a negative 
impact on one’s level of self-efficacy (Schunk, 2012).  Bandura (1977) warned that vicarious 
experiences without mastery experiences are not likely to change a person’s behavior.  It is the 
vicarious experience that leads to personal experience over time that will assist in changing 
behavior and increasing self-efficacy. 
Social persuasion.  While many see peer pressure in most situations as negative, 
Bandura (1977) suggested that verbal persuasion can influence a person to change behavior and 
to overcome challenges successfully.  Social persuasion is common in life, and the use of 
positive persuasion could lead to building self-efficacy and successfully accomplishing 
challenging tasks (Urdan & Pajares, 2006).  People who have low levels of self-efficacy and, in 
turn, believe that they can exhibit the behavior, are likely to put forth more energy and effort to 




social persuasion is evaluative feedback, where the response and persuasion match the ability 
level of the person whose behavior needs to change (Bandura, 1997).  Evaluative feedback from 
someone who the person regards as competent is more impactful and more likely to increase the 
probability of changing behavior than if the feedback comes from someone who the person does 
not regard as competent (Hattie & Timperley, 2007).  Again, Bandura (1977) warns that verbal 
persuasion without mastery experience is a weak pillar for self-efficacy and that it may not 
produce the necessary long-term change in behavior. 
Emotional and psychological states.  Stress, anxiety, depression, and other 
physiological and emotional states are prevalent in new and challenging experiences when a 
person does not have experience with a specific task (Bandura, 1977).  These physiological and 
emotional behaviors occur as a personal ability to accomplish a challenging task develops 
(Bandura, 1997).  Emotional arousal toward a future experience may lead to an increase or 
decrease in a person’s judgment of his or her capabilities (Bandura, 1977, 1997).  A person’s 
internal mechanism of arousal can contribute information about the potential of producing the 
behavior that he or she needs to achieve the desired outcome.  The internal mechanism of arousal 
is the automatic emotional reaction the body exhibits toward a task for which a person does not 
have many, if any, mastery experiences (Joët, Usher, & Bressoux, 2011). 
Academic Functioning 
People who believe their ability level can improve seek to accept learning goals and 
challenges that often provide additional opportunities to increase their knowledge (Bandura, 
1993).  In regard to academic functioning, another belief is that cognitive functioning is an 
inherited gene that brings a capacity; therefore, people avoid academic risks unless their self-




lives motivates them to work harder and longer on tasks.  Students who have a strong belief in 
their academic performance also work harder and longer, as well as seek more challenging tasks 
to produce successful academic work (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996; 
Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002).  Bandura (1993) revealed that in addition to working harder and 
seeking more challenging tasks, students with strong self-efficacy take more ownership and 
responsibility in their academics and seek to master more difficult content, which ultimately 
contributes to their academic motivation.  In the long term, students with high levels of self-
efficacy prepare their educational pathways more appropriately in connection to their career 
aspirations. 
Academic self-efficacy is specific to a content area or sometimes a learning target, and it 
is a major contributing factor to academic motivation and personal interest in the subject.  A 
student who holds a high level of self-efficacy in one subject might have a low level of self-
efficacy in another, depending on his or her experience (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002).  Bandura 
(1997) found that it is always a goal for a student to have the highest level of self-efficacy 
possible, but it is important to be realistic about the actual accomplishment.  A student, who is in 
fifth grade, unless experience and accomplishments show success, will not have a realistic self-
efficacy for doing physics, because the student has not experienced success in that area.  A 
student who has many experiences of success and mastery contributing to the improvement and 
enhancement of his or her self-efficacy will be able to handle failure without any damaging 
effects (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002). 
Student achievement. Academic achievement has consistently shown to be positively 
affected by the level of self-efficacy students have in math, science, social studies, reading, and 




2011; Kaya & Bozdag, 2016, 2016; Özgen & Bindaka, 2011; Pajares & Valiante, 1997; Toland 
& Usher, 2016; Yurt & Sünbül, 2014; Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-pons, 1992). Student 
motivation and achievement in math achievement is related to the level of student self-efficacy 
from elementary school all the way through high school (Erdem Keklik & Keklik, 2014; Joët et 
al., 2011; Toland & Usher, 2016; Usher, 2009). Erdem Keklik and Keklik (2014) shows the level 
of self-efficacy a high school student has in math as a predictor of academic achievement in 
mathematics. Kaya and Bozdag (2016) performed a similar study and shows that self-efficacy is 
a predictor of science achievement in middle school students.  
Job satisfaction and burnout.  The level of satisfaction a person has with their job 
depends on the feeling they get about how it fulfills the personal factors that are important to 
them (Hoigaard et al., 2012).  Consequently, burnout is a compilation of many different factors 
that result in job stress that extends for a period of time that is beyond the personal acceptance 
time frame (Pas, Bradshaw, Hershfeldt, & Leaf, 2010). Teacher self-efficacy has been positively 
linked to the level of job satisfaction and negatively linked to job burnout (Capri & Guler, 2018; 
Hoigaard et al., 2012; O’Brennan et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2015). With job satisfaction and 
burnout in mind, Shen et al. (2015) showed that negative job satisfaction and job burnout is 
linked to reduced student motivation resulting in lower student achievement.  
Wang et al. (2015) concluded that self-efficacy is a predictor of teachers quitting their job 
based on job satisfaction or burnout. In their study, Canadian teachers completed the TES survey 
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) and revealed that low levels of self-efficacy in 
student engagement and classroom management predicted emotional exhaustion and lead to job 
burnout. In addition, the same study explored teacher self-efficacy as a predictor of quitting 




health of teachers. Consequently, the level of self-efficacy also predicted their intent to quit the 
teaching profession.  
In another study exploring job satisfaction and burnout in regards to efficacy, the 
researchers found a negative relationship between a new teacher’s self-efficacy and job burnout 
(Hoigaard et al., 2012). The Norwegian study revealed that new teachers who have high levels of 
self-efficacy are more satisfied with their job and less likely to quit. In contrast, lower levels of 
self-efficacy lead to burnout and teachers quitting the profession.  
Collective Efficacy 
 Evolving from the foundation of self-efficacy, collective efficacy builds upon the notion 
of self-belief, and it expands to the group.  Bandura (1986) wrote that we do not exist in an 
individualistic world of silos; by contrast, we live in a society of collectiveness and working 
together to accomplish tasks.  Collective efficacy is as important to human behavior as self-
efficacy, in that the collective belief brings the ability to produce at a level of expected 
performance (Bandura, 1986). 
 Donohoo, Hattie, and Eells (2018) ranked collective teacher efficacy as the number one 
factor contributing to student achievement.  Collective teacher efficacy is the belief of teachers in 
their ability, collectively, to make a difference in the lives of their students (Adams & Forsyth, 
2006; Bandura, 1997; Eells, 2011; Goddard, 2001; Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004; Tschannen-
Moran & Barr, 2004). Research shows that collective teacher efficacy is more effective than 
socioeconomic status and more influential than student motivation, persistence, engagement, 
home environment, parental involvement, and a stronger school climate (Bandura, 1993; DeWitt, 
2018).  In light of recent research showing collective teacher efficacy as the most influential 




positive school climate (DeWitt, 2018), I must explore the sources that contribute to the increase 
of collective teacher efficacy. 
 Like self-efficacy, collective efficacy has four primary sources (pillars) that contribute to 
raising or lowering the level of efficacy within the group.  The four areas of concentration when 
working to shape the level of collective teacher efficacy are mastery experiences, vicarious 
experiences, social persuasion, and affective states (Donohoo, 2017).  The following paragraphs 
discuss ways school leaders can enhance collective teacher efficacy. 
 Mastery experiences.  Past experiences of successes or failures are the most powerful 
factors for raising or lowering collective teacher efficacy (Donohoo, 2017).  Through the 
development of collaborative leadership traits, school leaders provide many opportunities to 
enhance the level of collective teacher efficacy (DeWitt, 2017; Leithwood & Beatty, 2008).  
Mastery experiences from the lens of collective teacher efficacy emphasize different factors in 
the working conditions within the school.  Research shows that shared decision-making, 
feedback on group performance, clear and concise performance goals, and shared vision 
contribute positively as mastery experiences in raising the level of collective efficacy (Bandura, 
1997; Bloomberg & Pitchford, 2017; DeWitt, 2017, 2018). 
 Vicarious experiences.  Vicarious experiences from the view of collective teacher 
efficacy arise by providing opportunities for faculty members to observe other teachers in their 
classrooms.  Teachers who watch other teachers overcome student learning obstacles generate 
the belief that they too can overcome the same or similar obstacles (Donohoo, 2017; Leithwood 
& Beatty, 2008).  Observations of others in the school environment can come through “site 
visits, watching video, networking, or reading about it” (Donohoo, 2017, p. 8).  




school personally where they can interact with the faculty member before, during, and after the 
visit. Another way to learn vicariously can come in the form of watching videos of other teachers 
anywhere in the world and how they handle specific situations. This form does not allow for 
personal interaction with the presenting teacher. Attending conferences that allow for networking 
activities with other schools give the teacher another option to interact, discuss, and plan with 
other teachers who would not regularly be available because of logistics or scheduling. Finally, 
simply reading articles or books about teacher experiences provides a flexible option to study 
specific areas of need on the teacher’s personal schedule.  
 Social persuasion.  Social persuasion is more effective when people have established 
credibility and earned trust (Bandura, 1977).  It is, therefore, possible to enhance collective 
teacher efficacy when leaders earn the trust of their staff and build credibility through previous 
behaviors and actions.  Combined, credibility and trust are powerful influences to enhance 
collective teacher efficacy when the group works together to persuade or encourage others to 
overcome challenges (Donohoo, 2017).  Goddard et al. (2000) express the notion that the 
interconnectedness of the staff determines the level of importance others place on the 
effectiveness of encouragement from within. 
 Emotional and psychological states.  Collectively, teacher emotions lead the group to a 
shared feeling of enthusiasm and encouragement to achieve more, or stress, anxiety, and burnout 
where discouragement leads to failure and job dissatisfaction (Donohoo, 2017; Leithwood & 
Beatty, 2008).  The collective affective state of the organization tends to influence how the group 
faces challenges.  The mental health of the teacher group affects the way in which teachers 
approach their classroom and school (Leithwood & Beatty, 2008). 




collective teacher efficacy had a very high level of positive effect on student achievement than 
any other instructional strategy or practice. Donohoo et al. (2018) wrote that researcher John 
Hattie determined that because of Eells’ (2011) findings he moved collective teacher efficacy to 
the top of his list of the highest effective practices to influence student achievement. 
Confirmation of this claim was supported in a separate study that explored the relationship 
between collective teacher efficacy and student achievement in economically disadvantaged 
schools (Sandoval, Challoo, & Kupczynski, 2011). This study concludes that collective teacher 
efficacy influences student achievement in economically disadvantaged schools.  
 Job satisfaction and burnout. Klassen et al. (2010) explored the effects of collective 
teacher efficacy on job satisfaction and stress among educators in different cultural contexts. One 
important finding in this study is that collective teacher efficacy is positively related to job 
satisfaction among all of the studied teachers from different countries. This shows that collective 
teacher efficacy is important overall and not just in one specific setting. In addition, Skaalvik and 
Skaalvik (2007) also found that self-efficacy is positively related to job satisfaction and burnout, 
but more important in this study it was also found that collective teacher efficacy is positively 
related to self-efficacy. In this regard, the relationship further supports both constructs of 
efficacy (self and collective) are related to job satisfaction and burnout.  
Summary 
 In conclusion, the literature review examined the causes and effects of teacher turnover. 
It is well known that teachers leave their schools and the profession at high rates for many 
reasons. The review of the literature revealed that the most commonly cited reason for leaving is 
working conditions. Additionally, schools facing this problem show a decline in student 




Throughout this review, studies from many different countries, environments, educational 
structures, and grade levels provided insight into the background of this problem with similar 
results. The lack of difference in turnover rates throughout the world further confirms the 
problem with teachers leaving either their schools or the profession at high rates. Furthermore, 
the most cited reasons for quitting did not differ among grade levels, regions, or countries, which 
consequently continues to affirm the need for additional research about how to solve the 
problem.  
The theoretical framework section of this chapter examined the origin, evolution, and 
components of the social cognitive theory. Then, the focus of the section narrowed to the 
centerpiece of SCT, efficacy. The researcher discussed efficacy (self and collective) in detail by 
discussing the definition, major pillars (mastery experiences, social modeling, social persuasion, 
and emotional/psychological state), academic functioning, student achievement and motivation, 
job satisfaction, and burnout. Several studies in this review explored the relationship between job 
satisfaction, job burnout, or quitting intentions and efficacy. In each study, common results show 
that efficacy and job burnout were negatively related, consequently ending with the teacher more 
than likely leaving the profession.  
Chapter Three explains the methodology of the study and the procedure for completing 
the study. The study utilized a survey instrument developed and tested prior. In addition, 
researchers have used this survey or similar surveys in studies with similar independent and 
dependent variables. Chapter Three describes the population for the study as well as the criteria 







METHODS AND PROCEDURE 
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 The study explores teacher turnover intentions in high-poverty, small, rural schools in 
Missouri determined by the relationship between Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) 
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) or Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTES) 
(Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004) and the Turnover Intentions Scale (TIS) (Tiplic et al., 2015). 
The purpose of the study is to examine the relationship between efficacy (self and collective) and 
teacher turnover. The researcher uses the following questions and hypotheses to achieve the 
research purpose: 
1. What is the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and intent to leave the job? 
HO1: There is not a statistically significant relationship between teacher self-efficacy 
and intent to leave the job. 
Ha1: There is a statistically significant relationship between teacher self-efficacy and 
intent to leave the job.  
2. What is the relationship between collective teacher efficacy and intent to leave the 
job? 
HO2: There is not a statistically significant relationship between collective teacher 
efficacy and intent to leave the job.  
Ha2: There is a statistically significant relationship between collective teacher 
efficacy and intent to leave the job.  





HO3: There is not a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in student 
engagement and intent to leave the job. 
Ha3: There is a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in student 
engagement and intent to leave the job. 
4. What is the relationship between efficacy in instructional strategies and intent to leave 
the job? 
HO4: There is not a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in 
instructional strategies and intent to leave the job. 
Ha4: There is a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in instructional 
strategies and intent to leave the job. 
5. What is the relationship between efficacy in classroom management and intent to 
leave the job? 
HO5: There is not a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in classroom 
management and intent to leave the job. 
Ha5: There is a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in classroom 
management and intent to leave the job.  
Variables and Levels of Measurement 
 Hoy and Adams (2016) classified variables as either categorical or continuous.  
Researchers who use categorical variables organize them by their group versus a numerical 
value. Whereas, continuous variables are represented by a number(s) that represent the 
“magnitude of the variable” (Hoy & Adams, 2016, p. 30). There are several types of variables 
including independent, dependent, predictor, outcome, and intervening (Creswell & Creswell, 




continuous variables. Independent variables act as the factor that influences or affects the 
outcome whereas dependent variables “depend” on the independent and are the outcomes 
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Table 3.1 shows the independent variables are each teacher’s self-
efficacy measured by the TSES and collective teacher efficacy measured by the CTES. The 
dependent variable is the intent to leave the job measured by the TIS. 
Table 3.1 
Summary of Variables 
Variable Category Name Measurement 
Independent • Teacher Sense of 
Efficacy Scale (TSES) 









Independent Collective Teacher Efficacy 
Scale (CTES) 
Continuous 
Dependent Turnover Intent Scale (TIS) Continuous 
 
 The levels of self-efficacy and collective teacher efficacy are independent variables. 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) developed the TSES utilizing the same format as 
Bandura’s teacher efficacy scale in a multifaceted way. The nine-point Likert scale provided the 
researcher with data that is not “too narrow or specific” (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2001, p. 791). Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) designed the CTES with the same intent and 
foundation as the TSES. Bandura (1997) wrote that self-efficacy among teachers individually is 
not consistent across all content areas nor is it consistently the same for each activity or teaching 
task. With this in mind, the researcher used the TSES and CTES forms because of their validity 




classroom management, and student engagement).  
The level of a teacher’s intent to quit or leave the school (job) is the dependent variable. 
Tiplic et al. (2015) used a six-point Likert Scale to measure the intent of beginning teachers to 
leave the profession. The Likert Scale is similar to the TSES and CTES as it does not narrow the 
scope of the measurement too narrow nor too broad. In addition, Tiplic et al. (2015) use of the 
six-point scale in a study that examined the relationship between efficacy and turnover intent of 
beginning teachers had a relatively high-reliability measure. Specifically, the scale measures 
intent and not immediate or prior action whereas the participant has already made the decision to 
quit.    
Research Design 
Methodology 
Methodology is “a theory of how inquiry should proceed” (Schwandt, 2015, p. 201). It is 
different from the method (tool) of inquiry in that it provides an overarching approach to the 
investigation. The principles embedded in the ontology and epistemology of a research strategy 
provides general guidelines about how to proceed with each research methodology (Schwandt, 
2015; Tuli, 2010).  
 The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between independent variables 
and the dependent variable in a nonexperimental approach. Nonexperimental research 
methodology involves the study of variables over which the researcher has no control (Hoy & 
Adams, 2016). A researcher engaging in nonexperimental research does not manipulate either 
variable because the variables interact naturally (Ary et al., 2010). Consequently, a researcher 
who uses a nonexperimental methodology may have to rely on participant feedback to acquire 





Location and Sample Procedure 
The researcher conducted a pilot study in a small rural school district in rural central 
Missouri. The school consists of 350 students PreK-12 and 40 teachers (PreK-12). The school 
met the criteria for the study and has experienced a 40% turnover in the last two years. 
Additionally, the school was selected for the pilot study because of the relationship with the 
researcher, which also disqualifies it from the full study.  
 The building principal solicited 40 teachers through email to participate in the pilot study. 
Consequently, 21 (52.5%) teachers (16 females and 5 males) voluntarily participated in the pilot 
study by completing the survey through Survey Monkey’s online platform. In addition, nine 
elementary (9) and nine high school teachers (9) answered the descriptive data questions about 
grade level while three (3) did not.  
Objective 
 The purpose of the pilot study was to review factors influencing teachers to respond or 
not to the survey request. In addition, the data collected provided the researcher with a 
preliminary understanding of the variables in the study while exploring the relationships with a 
small sample. Finally, the pilot study provided a platform to test the data collection method and 
the reliability of the surveys. 
Survey Instrument 
 The researcher combined the TSES (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), CTES 
(Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004), and TIS (Tiplic et al., 2015) into a 40-item online survey with 
five additional questions for descriptive data collection purpose. The researcher did not modify 




Monkey web-based online platform to solicit responses from teachers who were employed at the 
pilot study school.  
Pilot Study Descriptive Data 
  The researcher examined the descriptive data for each survey instrument’s score. The 
score for each survey instrument is measured by computing the unweighted mean from all of the 
items for each survey. Specifically, the TSES overall score is computed by finding the mean 
from all 24 items combined. The process is repeated for each survey instrument based on the 
number of items. The mean for each subscale in the TSES is computed based on eight 
individually identified items for each subscale. 
 The mean, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, and Normal Q-Q test plot are 
computed using SPSS software for each scale and subscale in the pilot study. Table 3.2 
summarizes the descriptive data for each scale and subscale. Figure 3.1 shows the Normal Q-Q 
test plot for each scale and subscale. The descriptive data for the TSES, CTES, and each subscale 
of the TSES showed to be within the range of normality (+/- 3) (Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2002). 
The TIS kurtosis verified outside the range of normality in the pilot study (Onwuegbuzie & 
Daniel, 2002). The researcher explores the TIS normality test in the next section.  
 The researcher utilized SPSS software to measure the level of reliability for each scale. 
The researcher computed Cronbach’s Alpha for each scale to observe the level of reliability. The 
Cronbach Alpha for each scale are as follows: TSES (𝛼 = .895), CTES (𝛼 = .906), TIS (𝛼 = 
.934), TSESSE (𝛼 = .753), TSESIS (𝛼 = .872), TSESCM (𝛼 = .819). Pallant (2016) explained 
that Cronbach alpha values higher than .8 are preferable but higher than .7 are satisfactory, 






Summary of Descriptive Data for Pilot Study 





𝑀𝑇𝑆𝐸𝑆𝑆𝐸  6.863 






























Figure 3.1. The Summary of Normal Q-Q Plot represents the reasonability of normality against 
the expected line of normal distribution (Pallant, 2016). All six Normal Q-Q Plots indicate 
normal distribution also confirmed by skewness and kurtosis.  
Pilot Study Findings 
The researcher examined the data in regard to the full study’s research questions to 




tested for normality, it was determined to utilize the Pearson product-moment correlation test to 
examine the relationship between the variables. The researcher utilized SPSS software to 
measure the relationship and compute all descriptive data. Cohen (1988) (as cited in Pallant, 
2016) provided a guideline for interpreting the relationship between variables indicated by 
Pearson r. The guidelines suggested categorizing the relationships as small (r = .10 to .29), 
medium (r = .30 to .49), and large (r = .50 to 1.0). Research question number one explores the 
relationship between self-efficacy (as measured by the TSES) and teacher turnover intent (as 
measured by the TIS). There was a small positive relationship between the two variables as 
indicated by Pearson (r) (𝑟21 = .275).  
Research question two explores the relationship between efficacy and turnover intent by 
examining the sense of collective efficacy (as measured by the CTES) and turnover intent (as 
measured by TIS). Utilizing the SPSS software, the researcher computed Pearson (r) to measure 
the strength of the relationship between the two variables. There was a small positive 
relationship between the two variables as indicated by Pearson (r) (𝑟21 = .175). 
Research questions three, four, and five explore the relationship between efficacy and 
turnover intent by investigating the relationship between TSES subscales and turnover intent. 
Research question three explores the self-efficacy in the Student Engagement subscale. There 
was not a statistically significant relationship between the two variables (𝑟21 = .057). Research 
question four investigates self-efficacy in the Instructional Strategies subscale. There was a small 
positive relationship between the two variables (𝑟21 = .271). Research question five examines 
self-efficacy in Classroom Management. There was a medium positive relationship between the 






 The researcher solicited feedback from participants in regards to the perception of the 
survey’s intent, communication, and understanding of confidentiality. The researcher received 
feedback from two participants through verbal communication. The feedback was in regard to 
confidentiality. The participants were hesitant to complete the descriptive data questions. After a 
short discussion, it was identified that most small rural schools for this study only have one or 
two teachers per grade level or content area and it is easy to identify who participates. 
Consequently, it is probable participants will either opt-out or not complete the descriptive 
questions if they are actively searching for a new job. 
Population and Sample 
 Every research study has a population of interest. The population is comprised of all the 
“elements of the set” (Hoy & Adams, 2016, p. 50) it includes all of the members of the defined 
characteristics (Ary et al., 2010). Consequently, in this study, the population is all of the teachers 
employed in a high-poverty, small, and rural school in the United States. It is impossible for the 
researcher to gather all of the data for the entire population of teachers worldwide thus the need 
for a sample. A sample “is a subgroup of the population” (Hoy & Adams, 2016, p. 51) or portion 
of the population that is representative of the entire population (Ary et al., 2010). The sample for 
this study is teachers who teach in a high-poverty, small, rural school in Missouri and respond to 
the questionnaire.  
In this study, 197 schools met the criteria for their teachers to participate and complete 
the survey. Table 3.3 shows summary of the population and sample for the current study. The 
table shows the population of interest, sample of interest, sample accessed, and the sample size. 




sample by at least one teacher from the school completing the survey. The researcher obtained 
244 (33%) responses to the email research request. The researcher filtered the surveys and ended 
the process with 220 (30%) participants who “completed” surveys (all three surveys completely 
filled out) from 730 survey requests emailed from building principals representing 47 schools.   
The researcher attempted to increase the response rate by following up with building 
principals three times over the five-week period. The researcher also attempted to contact 
building principals by other means including phone contact in order to raise the response rate 
over the same time period. Morton, Bandara, Robinson, and Atatoa Carr (2012) concluded in 
their article that response rates alone do not formulate the quality of a study. They stated that 
studies with response rates of less than 20% have been more accurate than studies with a 
response rate of greater than 60%. Accordingly, they continued that low response rates are 
slightly less precise than higher and similarly consistent with results (Morton et al., 2012).  
The researcher analyzed the geographic location of the participants in the study to ensure 
the sample is representative of the rural school population in the state. The researcher utilized the 
U.S. Congressional District assignment to school districts to assess the representation of the 
sample. Table 3.4 shows the eight congressional districts, percentage of the total number of 
schools that met the criteria to participate in the study, and the percentage of the total number of 
schools in the sample from that congressional district. The table shows that the sample is 
representative of the state’s rural schools that qualify with district four responses representing 








Summary of Population and Sample 
Population of Interest Teachers in the United States teaching at a 
school that meets the criteria for the study 
Sample of Interest Teachers in Missouri teaching at a school that 
meets the criteria for the study 
Sample Accessed Schools where building principals forwarded 
the email request for participation (47 
schools; 730 teachers) 
 
Sample Size N = 220 
 
Table 3.4 
Summary of Geographical Location of Sample 
Congressional District Percentage of the Total Percentage of the Sample 
1 0  
2 0  
3 6.5% 5.1% 
4 22% 34.5% 
5 6.5% 4.1% 
6 21.5% 19.3% 
7 15.5% 17.8% 
8 28% 19.3% 
 
Instrumentation, Reliability, and Validity 
 The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between efficacy and teacher 
turnover intent in high-poverty, small, rural schools. The researcher determines the level of 
efficacy (self and collective) through two different instruments. The self-efficacy instrument in 
this study is the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) scale developed by Tschannen-Moran 




Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTES) developed by Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004). 
Finally, the instrument to measure teacher turnover intent is the Turnover Intentions Scale (TIS) 
developed by Tiplic et al. (2015).   
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 
 Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) developed the Teacher Sense of Efficacy 
Scale (TSES) (formerly known as Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale) in response to questions 
about the two-factor analysis, validity, and reliability of tools developed previously by other 
researchers (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). In cooperation with many teachers and 
graduate students, the researchers developed a nine-point Likert scale with ratings from 1-“none 
at all” to 9 –“great deal” to capture all of the most important tasks of teaching (Tschannen-Moran 
& Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) (see Table 3.8). The researchers reviewed three studies to arrive at two 
forms of the instrument. The long form is 24 questions and the short form is 12 questions. Both 
forms were tested for “factor structure, validity, and reliability” (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk 
Hoy, 2001, p. 796).  
 The results from factor analysis were organized into three correlated factors: efficacy in 
student engagement, efficacy in classroom management, and efficacy in instructional practices 
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Table 3.5 shows the results from the reliability tests 
reported by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001).   
In three separate studies, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) utilized “principal-
axis factoring with varimax rotation” (p. 799) with a sample of preservice and in-service teachers 
at The Ohio State University. Finally, a scree test indicated three factors consistent in all three 
studies: efficacy for instructional practices, efficacy for classroom management, and efficacy for 




Further testing through second-order factor analysis confirmed the reliability of the scales. Table 
3.5 shows the summary of reliability tests for the TSES (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 
2001). The results from the three studies provided high reliabilities between the efficacy 
subscales. Reliability is the consistency of a measurement tool to produce similar results over 
time (Hoy & Adams, 2016) thus Table 3.5 shows high reliability for both the long form and short 
form in general and subscales.  
Table 3.5 




































 The researchers tested both forms for construct validity by examining the new scale with 
previous scales (Tschnannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). In the final study, researchers had 
the participants complete several scales developed previously by other researchers. The tests 
showed a high correlation between the TSES scale and other scales that measured specifically 
teaching self-efficacy.  
 This study focuses on the relationship between efficacy (self and collective) and turnover 
intent. The researcher for this study examined the reliability of the TSES scale specific to the 
sample and arrived at similar results as Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001). The 
researcher measured the internal consistency reliability of the TSES for this study utilizing SPSS 
software. Internal consistency reliability is the measurement of correlation with items on the 




(Salkind & Frey, 2020). Table 3.6 shows a summary of reliability tests for TSES and subscales 
computed for the current study. The Cronbach alpha coefficient for TSES was α = .939, Student 
Engagement α = .863, Instructional Strategies α = .87, Classroom Management α = .896 (Table 
3.6). Pallant (2016) explained that Cronbach alpha values higher than .8 are preferable therefore 
the TSES and the subscales are reliable for this study. 
Table 3.6 
Summary of Reliability Test for TSES and Subscales 
Scale Cronbach Alpha (α) 
TSES .939 
Student Engagement .863 
Instructional Strategies .870 
Classroom Management .896 
 
Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale 
 Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) developed the CTES to “indicate the faculty’s belief 
about its collective capability to influence student achievement” (p. 198). Collective teacher 
efficacy is the belief of teachers in their ability, collectively, to make a difference in the lives of 
their students (Adams & Forsyth, 2006; Bandura, 1997; Eells, 2011; Goddard, 2001; Goddard et 
al., 2004; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). This study focuses on a participant’s perception of 
the level of collective efficacy in their school. Tiplic et al. (2015) found that measuring collective 
teacher efficacy scores indicates the participant’s perception of the teachers in their building as a 
whole. Through factor analysis, the nine-point Likert scale focuses on two areas: instructional 
strategies and student discipline with ratings from 1-“none at all” to 9-“great deal”, which is the 
same as the TSES (see Table 3.8). Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) constructed the CTES 




with educational environments that present more difficulties than others. Evolving from the 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) TSES, the CTES tested similarly high for reliability 
in the researchers’ study. Table 3.7 shows the reliability test scores reported by Tschannen-
Moran and Barr (2004), which represent high levels of consistency when measuring for 
collective efficacy and the subscales. In the current study, the Cronbach alpha coefficient was α 
= .92 thus the scale is reliable (Pallant, 2016). 
Table 3.7 
Summary of Reliability Test for CTES (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004) 








Turnover Intention Scale 
 The intent to leave the job was measured by a scale developed by Tiplic et al. (2015) to 
explain beginning teacher turnover in Norway. The six-point Likert scale has four items focused 
on changing jobs, schools, or workplaces (see Table 3.8). The co-author of Tiplic et al. (2015), 
Christian Brandmo (personal communication, August 26, 2019) explained that in developing the 
scale, they did not intend to specify the difference between leaving the job or the profession. In 
the current study, the scale measures the intention to leave the current place of employment 
similar to Tiplic et al. (2015) without regard to the specificity of asking if the participant is 
leaving the job or profession.  
The purpose of the study is not to distinguish where the participant intends to go rather it 
is to determine if they only intend to leave the current job.  Tiplic et al. (2015) conducted the 




from the scale to establish validity and reliability. The Cronbach’s alpha for the turnover 
intention scale (α = .90) showed to be highly reliable (Tiplic et al., 2015). In the current study, 
the Cronbach alpha was α = .892; accordingly, the Turnover Intention Scale (Tiplic et al., 2015) 
shows to be reliable for this study.  
Table 3.8 
Summary of Scales 
Scale Name Size Scale (points and 
questions) 
Measurement 
Teacher Sense of Efficacy 
Scale (TSES) 
9 – Point Scale 
24 Questions 
Subscales: 8 questions each 
• General Self-Efficacy 






Collective Teacher Efficacy 
Scale (CTES) 
9 – Point Scale 
12 Questions 
• General Collective 
Efficacy Beliefs 
Turnover Intention Scale 
(TIS) 
6 – Point Scale 
4 Questions 




Sample Selection Procedure 
 The researcher collaborated with the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary 
Education’s data department to obtain a list of schools in Missouri. The researcher uploaded a 
Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) Master Eligibility list from the U.S. Department 
of Education’s website using Microsoft Excel. Through a filtering process in Microsoft Excel, 
the researcher narrowed the list down to small, rural schools in Missouri. The filter is set to show 
all Missouri schools with a locale code of 41, 42, and 43. The U.S. Department of Education’s 




city, suburban, town, or rural. In addition to locale codes, there are three subtypes for each type 
of code.  The subtypes for rural are: 41-Fringe Rural, 42-Distant Rural, 43-Remote Rural (“CCD 
School and District Glossary,” n.d.). Fringe rural schools are five miles or less from an urbanized 
area. Distant rural schools are five to twenty-five miles from an urbanized area. Remote rural 
schools are more than twenty-five miles from an urbanized area.   
 Next, the researcher narrowed the REAP list down to small schools. Under the umbrella 
of the REAP program, small schools are determined by the definition used in the Small, Rural 
Schools Achievement Program (SRSA) produced by the U.S. Department of Education. Small 
schools have an average daily attendance of 600 students or less (“Rural Education Achievement 
Program,” 2005). Accordingly, the researcher limits the schools in the sample to a maximum 
enrollment of 600 students.  
 The National Center of Education Statistics (NCES) defines the level of school poverty 
by the percentage of students who qualify for the Free and Reduced Lunch Program (FRLP). A 
student qualifies for FRLP through financial hardship determined by the state’s family income 
standards (e-CFR, n.d.). Schools are categorized by one of four levels of student poverty: low-
poverty (25% or less), mid-low poverty (25.1% to 50%), mid-high poverty (50.1% to 75%), and 
high-poverty (75.1% or greater) (Concentration of Public School Students Eligible for Free or 
Reduced-Price Lunch, n.d.). The researcher retrieved a Microsoft Excel list of schools in 
Missouri from the DESE website. The researcher filtered the list by NCES poverty levels 
indicated. For the purpose of this study, the researcher selected schools with a mid-high and high 
poverty level. 
 The researcher finalized the list of schools that qualify for this study by cross analyzing 




and rural schools based on average daily attendance and locale code. In the spreadsheet from 
DESE, the researcher selected schools with an enrollment of 600 or less and mid-high and high 
poverty levels. After analyzing both spreadsheets, the researcher combined the two lists of 
selected schools to produce a research sample consisting of mid-high and high-poverty, small, 
rural schools in Missouri. Finally, the researcher obtained the principal’s contact information 
from Missouri’s Department of Elementary and Secondary Education’s listserv for every school 
in the final research sample.  
Sample Descriptive Statistics 
 Descriptive statistics describe the variables of the study through measuring “means”, 
standard deviation, and range of scores (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 247). The researcher 
reviewed the demographic data of the sample by analyzing the gender, grade level(s) taught, 
school population size, and geographic location of the school in the state. Additionally, the 
researcher utilized descriptive statistics by measuring the frequencies, means, standard deviation 
(independent and dependent variables), and range of scaled scores. Accordingly, the researcher 
evaluated the scaled score data for skewness and kurtosis in order to select the correct and 
appropriate correlation analysis. 
The sample for this study met the criteria outlined by the researcher and the REAP 
program guidelines. The survey collected data relevant to the study categorized by gender, grade 
level taught (elementary or high school), subject taught, (cross-categorical, high school math, 
etc.), and the number of students in the school. The researcher investigated the geographical 
location of each participant’s school and arrived with additional data to describe the sample for 
this study (Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2019). Utilizing the 




geographical location of the school using the assigned U.S. Congressional District. If a school 
was assigned more than one congressional district (based on the size of the district) then the 
number of respondents was divided between the districts.  
The building principal forwarded the researcher’s email request soliciting participation in 
the study to a total of 730 teachers. A final sample of N = 220 completed the survey. The 
researcher defined a “complete survey” as one that did not have any questions left blank in the 
TSES, CTES, or TIS portions of the survey. Demographic data may be missing and ultimately 
did not affect the outcome of the study. Table 3.9 outlines the description of the participants for 




















Sample Characteristics n % 
Gender   
Male 23 10.4 
Female 194 89.6 
 
Student Population   
0-99 9 4.1 
100-199 69 31.4 
200-299 82 37.3 
300-399 33 15 
400-499 11 5 
500-600 16 7.3 
 
Grade Level Characteristic   
Elementary 94 44.1 
Middle 33 15.5 
High  59 27.7 
Multiple Grades 27 12.7 
 
U.S. Congressional District   
1 0 0 
2 0 0 
3 10 5.1 
4 68 34.5 
5 8 4.1 
6 38 19.3 
7 35 17.8 
8 38 19.3 
 
Instrument Procedure 
 The researcher obtained permission from Southern Illinois University Carbondale’s 
Human Subjects Committee to conduct the research and distribute the instruments for this study. 
The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy scale developed by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy 
(2001) has two forms: 12 questions and 24 questions. For the purpose of this study, the 
researcher uses the 24-question form to collect data for individual teacher’s efficacy.  The 




has 12 questions, measures the level of collective efficacy in each school. Finally, the researcher 
uses the Turnover Intention Scale (TIS) developed by Tiplic et al. (2015), which has four 
questions, to collect data about the intent to leave the job. The researcher combined all three 
scales to produce one digital questionnaire utilizing Survey Monkey’s online platform. For the 
purpose of this study, years of experience do not matter. The researcher added one question to 
the demographic portion of each survey that determined if the participant was retiring at the end 
of the current school year.  
 The building principal for every school that met the criteria to participate in the study 
received an emailed survey link that requested participants complete the online survey through 
Survey Monkey. The researcher left the survey open for five weeks. After the collection period 
ended, the researcher filtered the data by examining the surveys and removing the surveys that 
participants did not complete. The definition of “not complete” for this study is a survey where a 
participant did not complete all of the questions pertaining to self-efficacy, collective efficacy, 
and turnover intent. The researcher uploaded the completed survey data to SPSS from Survey 
Monkey. Finally, after organizing the data in SPSS by inputting appropriate headings, formulas, 
and reverse calculation transformations, the researcher began the process of performing 
statistical analysis.  
Descriptive Statistics for TSES 
 The selected sample for this study completed the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) to measure the participants’ level of self-efficacy. The 
descriptive statistics (mean, and standard deviation) presented for this study are based on the 
scaled score (computed unweighted mean). Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) study 




standard for this scale. Table 3.10 shows the TSES mean and standard deviation (𝑛 =
220, 𝑀𝑇𝑆𝐸𝑆 = 7.0595, 𝑆𝐷𝑇𝑆𝐸𝑆 = .86215) for participants in this study which is similar to 
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001). The measure of skewness and kurtosis determines 
the distribution of data symmetrically horizontal and vertically whereas a perfect distribution has 
a skewness and kurtosis measure of 0 and looks similar to a bell curve (Salkind & Frey, 2020). 
Figure 3.2 showed the TSES skewness (-.157) and kurtosis (-.116), which indicate slight 
clustering on the higher end of the scale and slightly flat compared to a normal distribution bell 
curve. Additionally, the researcher tested for normality by examining the Normal Q-Q Plots in 
SPSS. Figure 3.3 showed the data to be normally distributed. 
Table 3.10 
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for TSES   
TSES Descriptive Statistics  










Figure 3.2. Distribution of scores for TSES. The histogram shows a normal distribution of TSES 
scores for participants in this study. 
 
 
Figure 3.3. Summary of distribution TSES Normal Q-Q. Normal Q-Q Plot represents the sense 
of normality based on the distribution of scores along the expected normal line of distribution 





Descriptive Statistics for CTES 
 The participants in this study also completed the Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale 
(Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004) to arrive at a score that determines each participant’s level of 
perceived collective efficacy. Collective teacher efficacy is the belief of teachers in their ability, 
collectively, to make a difference in the lives of their students (Adams & Forsyth, 2006; 
Bandura, 1997; Eells, 2011; Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2004; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 
2004). The collective efficacy score is based on the participant’s perception of the teachers 
within their building. The mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis data computed for 
CTES (see Table 3.11 and Figure 3.4) were similar to the results for TSES (𝑀𝐶𝑇𝐸𝑆 = 7.07, 
𝑆𝐷𝐶𝑇𝐸𝑆 = .503, Skewness = -.308, Kurtosis = -.372). Figure 3.5 shows the Normal Q-Q Plot in 
SPSS for the CTES data representing normal distribution.   
Table 3.11 
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for CTES 
CTES Descriptive Statistics  











Figure 3.4. Distribution of CTES scores. The histogram represents the distribution of scores for 




Figure 3.5. Summary of distribution CTES Normal Q-Q Plot. The Normal Q-Q Plot histogram 
represents the scores along a line of normal distribution. The scores for the CTES appear to be 





Descriptive Statistics for TIS 
 The participants completed the Turnover Intention Scale (Tiplic et al., 2015) to measure 
the level of turnover intention for the participant. In this study, the researcher focused on 
exploring the intent to turnover and not actually turnover as the response action. Bandura (2001) 
explains that an “intention” is different than an action simply by the amount of time. Expanding 
on this thought, he writes that intentions are “a representation of future course of action” and a 
planned-out commitment to the action (Bandura, 2001, p. 6). The researcher utilized the SPSS 
software to compute the descriptive data for turnover intentions (𝑀𝑇𝐼𝑆 = 1.90, 𝑆𝐷𝑇𝐼𝑆 = 1.179, 
Skewness = 1.67, Kurtosis = 2.490). The TIS descriptive data slightly skewed to the left and 
flattened more than normally distributed data (see Table 3.12 and Figure 3.6). The researcher 
also examined the Normal Q-Q Plot for normal distribution (see Figure 3.7). Indicated in the 
skewness and kurtosis test, the data for TIS is within the range of normality (Onwuegbuzie & 
Daniel, 2002).  
Table 3.12 
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for TIS 
TIS Descriptive Statistics  










Figure 3.6. Distribution of TIS scores. The histogram represents the distribution of scores in the 
TIS. It appears that the scores are flatter and more left than normally distributed scores.  
 
Figure 3.7. Summary of distribution TIS Normal Q-Q Plot. The Normal Q-Q Plot histogram 
represents the scores along a line of normal distribution. The scores for the TIS appear to be 
within the range of normal distribution (Pallant, 2016).  
Descriptive Statistics for TSES Subscales 




TSES subscales: student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management. The 
individual subscale score for each subscale of the TSES is measured by computing the mean 
score of specific questions pertaining to the subscale from the TSES (Tschannen-Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). The descriptive statistics for each subscale are outlined the same as the 
overall TSES scores mentioned prior. Table 3.13 provides a summary of the descriptive statistics 
for each subscale: Student Engagement (TSESSE); Instructional Strategies (TSESIS); Classroom 
Management (TSESCM). Figure 3.8 shows the distribution for each subscale below whereas 
Figure 3.9 shows the test of normality utilizing the Normal Q-Q Plot.  
Table 3.13  
Summary of Descriptive Statistics for TSES Subscales 
n  220 
𝑀𝑇𝑆𝐸𝑆𝑆𝐸  6.65 




















Figure 3.8. Distribution of TSES Subscales scores. The histograms represent the distribution of 






   
 
Figure 3.9. Summary of distribution TSES Subscales Normal Q-Q Plot. The Normal Q-Q Plot 
histogram represents the scores along a line of normal distribution (Pallant, 2016). The scores for 
each subscale appear to be within the range of normal distribution.  
Statistical Design 
 The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between efficacy (self and 
collective) and teacher turnover. Teachers who currently teach in a high-poverty, small, and rural 
school in Missouri, filtered through the REAP program, qualified to participate and complete the 
survey that included the TSES and CTES (independent variable), and Turnover Intention 




capability to analyze data collected in general terms (overall efficacy) as well as each subscale. 
The data collected from the CTES form allowed the researcher to examine collective efficacy 
levels generally within the scope of this study. Utilizing the Teacher Turnover form allowed the 
researcher to analyze data broadly as well as specifically narrowed to the intent of the 
participants.  Research questions one and two focus on the level of efficacy overall, such that it 
relates to a teacher’s intent to leave the job.  Research questions three, four, and five focus on the 
relationship of specific areas of efficacy within the TSES survey and a teacher’s intent to leave 
the job.  
Data Analysis  
 This study focuses on five research questions exploring the relationship between the 
independent variable(s) and the dependent variable.  The data collected for this study are 
continuous in nature and, therefore, the research computes the correlation coefficient by using 
Pearson product-moment procedure (Salkind & Frey, 2020).  The researcher uses two different 
scales to measure independent variables and one scale for the dependent variable.  The Teacher’s 
Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) measures an independent variable (self-efficacy) overall and in 
different subscales (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).  Tschannen-Moran and 
Woolfolk Hoy (2001) designed the nine-point Likert scale to measure the level of efficacy such 
that the scope is not too narrow or too broad.  The scale measures the level of efficacy based on 
the overall score and three subscale scores (student engagement, instructional strategies, and 
classroom management).  The researcher computed the unweighted mean for the overall TSES 
and each subscale to determine self-efficacy scores.  
 The Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTES) measures an independent variable 




(classroom management) similar to the TSES (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004).  For the 
purpose of this study, the researcher only focuses on the overall collective efficacy score.  The 
survey is based on a nine-point Likert scale.  The overall collective efficacy score for each 
participant is determined by computing the overall mean score for each school on the 12-
question short form.  
 The Turnover Intention Scale (TIS) utilizes a six-point Likert Scale to measure the 
dependent variable (intent to leave the job) as an overall score (Tiplic et al., 2015). The 
researcher computed the overall mean score of the four-question survey to determine each 
participant’s intent to leave the job.  
 The researcher performed several different tests to confirm the hypotheses of this study. 
The researcher conducted correlation analysis procedures using Pearson product-moment 
coefficient in SPSS to determine the relationship between each independent variable (self-
efficacy, collective efficacy, self-efficacy in: student engagement, instructional strategies, and 
classroom management) and the dependent variable (turnover intent). The researcher conducted 
a separate Pearson product-moment coefficient (r) analysis for each research question. Question 
one focuses on the relationship of the overall mean of the TSES scale and the mean of the TIS. 
Question two focuses on the relationship between the overall mean of the CTES scale and the 
mean of the TIS.  Each of questions three, four, and five focuses on the subscale mean of the 
TSES’s relationship to the overall mean of the TIS.  
Summary 
 The specific purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between efficacy and 
teacher turnover intent.  Separate efficacy scales developed to measure either self-efficacy or 




determined by a separate turnover intention scale developed to measure the overall intent of a 
person to leave their current place of employment.  The turnover intent scale measures 
specifically the intent to leave the job and not the profession, which is important for this study 
because of the nature of the research questions.  
 A non-experimental design utilizing surveys with Likert scales forms the overall 
approach to this study.  The population of the study is all teachers currently employed to teach in 
a poor, small, rural school in Missouri with a high rate of student poverty.  The researcher 
collected data through the online platform of Survey Monkey with the assistance of each 
building administrator.  Finally, the researcher analyzed the data by computing the Pearson 








 In this section, the researcher presents the findings from the study organized by each 
research question and hypothesis.  The study focuses on the relationship between efficacy and 
teacher turnover.  Accordingly, the analysis focuses on the relationship between the independent 
variable (efficacy) and the dependent variable (turnover intent).  The analysis of the relationship 
between the variables measured by computing the overall mean score for the TSES, TSES 
subscales, CTES, and TIS.  The researcher utilizes SPSS software to measure the relationship 
between the variables by computing the Pearson correlation coefficient (r) for each relationship 
investigated in this study.  Cohen (1988) (as cited in Pallant, 2016) provided a guideline for 
interpreting the relationship between variables indicated by Pearson r.  The guidelines suggested 
categorizing the relationships as small (r = .10 to .29), medium (r = .30 to .49), and large (r = .50 
to 1.0). Before conducting the Pearson correlation coefficient (r), the researcher tested 
assumptions that are common for correlation studies (Pallant, 2016). 
Research Question and Hypothesis One 
 What is the relationship between teacher self-efficacy and intent to leave the job?  
HO1: There is not a statistically significant relationship between teacher self-efficacy and 
intent to leave the job. 
Ha1: There is a statistically significant relationship between teacher self-efficacy and 
intent to leave the job.  
This research question focuses on the overall mean score on the TSES for each 




variable in the analysis is the participant’s self-efficacy score whereas the dependent variable is 
the participant’s turnover intent score.  The researcher tested the assumptions as indicated in the 
descriptive statistics section and presumed no violations that would prevent the use of the 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r).  
 The relationship between teacher’s self-efficacy (as measured by the overall mean score 
on the TSES) and turnover intent (as measured by the overall mean score of the TIS) is explored 
utilizing the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r). The data do not show a 
statistically significant relationship between the two variables, 𝑟(220) = -.061. 
Research Question and Hypothesis Two 
What is the relationship between collective teacher efficacy and intent to leave the job? 
HO2: There is not a statistically significant relationship between collective teacher 
efficacy and intent to leave the job.  
Ha2: There is a statistically significant relationship between collective teacher efficacy 
and intent to leave the job.  
This research question focuses on the overall mean score on the CTES for the participants 
from the same district and the relationship to the participant’s overall mean score on the TIS.  
The independent variable in the analysis is the collective efficacy score on the CTES whereas the 
dependent variable is the participant’s turnover intent score.  The researcher tested the 
assumptions as indicated in the descriptive statistics section and presumed no violations that 
would prevent the use of the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r).  
 The relationship between collective efficacy (as measured by the overall mean score on 
the CTES) and turnover intent (as measured by the overall mean score of the TIS) is explored 




between collective efficacy and turnover intent is statistically significant, 𝑟(220)r = -.157, ρ < .05 
indicating a negative relationship. Squaring the r-value provides the researcher with the 
coefficient of determination or the variance in variables overlapping (Pallant, 2016; Salkind & 
Frey, 2020). Accordingly, the coefficient of determination signifies that collective efficacy 
scores and turnover intent scores overlapped 2.5%.  
Research Question and Hypothesis Three 
What is the relationship between efficacy in student engagement and intent to leave the 
job? 
HO3: There is not a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in student 
engagement and intent to leave the job. 
Ha3: There is a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in student 
engagement and intent to leave the job. 
This research question focuses on the overall mean score of the questions specifically 
intended to measure the Student Engagement subscale (see Appendix D) on the TSES for each 
participant and the relationship to their overall means score on the TIS. The independent variable 
in the analysis is the participant’s Student Engagement self-efficacy score specific to the Student 
Engagement subscale questions whereas the dependent variable is the participant’s turnover 
intent score. The researcher tested the assumptions as indicated in the descriptive statistics 
section and presumed no violations that would prevent the use of the Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficient (r).  
 The relationship between the teacher’s Student Engagement self-efficacy (as measured by 
the overall mean score of the questions intended to measure the Student Engagement subscale on 




utilizing the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r). The data do not show a 
statistically significant relationship between the two variables, 𝑟(220) = -.082. 
Research Question and Hypothesis Four 
What is the relationship between efficacy in instructional strategies and intent to leave the 
job? 
HO4: There is not a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in instructional 
strategies and intent to leave the job. 
Ha4: There is a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in instructional 
strategies and intent to leave the job. 
This research question focuses on the overall mean score of the questions intended to 
measure the level of instructional strategies self-efficacy subscale (see Appendix E) on the TSES 
for each participant and the relationship to their overall mean score on the TIS. The independent 
variable in the analysis is the participant’s instructional strategies self-efficacy score whereas the 
dependent variable is the participant’s turnover intent score. The researcher tested the 
assumptions as indicated in the descriptive statistics section and presumed no violations that 
would prevent the use of the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r).  
 The relationship between the teacher’s instructional strategies self-efficacy (as measured 
by the overall mean score specific to the Instructional Strategies self-efficacy on the TSES) and 
turnover intent (as measured by the overall mean score of the TIS) is explored utilizing the 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r). The data do not show a statistically 
significant relationship between the two variables, 𝑟(220) = -.004. 
Research Question and Hypothesis Five 





HO5: There is not a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in classroom 
management and intent to leave the job. 
Ha5: There is a statistically significant relationship between efficacy in classroom 
management and intent to leave the job.  
This research question focuses on the overall mean score for the questions intended to 
measure the level of self-efficacy for the Classroom Management subscale (see Appendix F) on 
the TSES for each participant and the relationship to their overall mean score on the TIS. The 
independent variable in the analysis is the participant’s self-efficacy score specific to the 
Classroom Management subscale whereas the dependent variable is the participant’s turnover 
intent score. The researcher tested the assumptions as indicated in the descriptive statistics 
section and presumed no violations that would prevent the use of the Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficient (r).  
 The relationship between teacher’s level of self-efficacy in Classroom Management (as 
measured by the overall mean score of the questions specific to the Classroom Management 
subscale on the TSES) and turnover intent (as measured by the overall mean score of the TIS) is 
explored utilizing the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (r). The data do not show 
a statistically significant relationship between the two variables, 𝑟(220) = -.072.  
Table 4.1 shows the results from the Pearson (r) tests for each tested relationship. 
Collective teacher efficacy shows to have the strongest relationship with turnover intent while 
self-efficacy in instructional strategies is the weakest. In addition, all five measurements show 
negative relationships, consequently, CTES is the only statistically significant (p < .05, two-





Summary of Pearson Correlations Between Scales 






Note. *ρ < .05, two-tailed 
Summary 
 The researcher utilized SPSS 26.0 to measure the relationship between efficacy and 
turnover intent using the Pearson (r) correlation test.  There are mixed findings for the five 
research questions.  Research question and hypothesis one focuses on the relationship between 
teacher’s self-efficacy overall and their intent to leave the job.  There is not a statistically 
significant relationship between teacher’s self-efficacy and turnover intent.  
 Research question and hypothesis two focuses on the relationship between collective 
efficacy and turnover intent.  There is a statistically significant relationship between collective 
efficacy and turnover intent.  Research questions and hypotheses three, four, and five focus on 
the relationship between participants’ level of self-efficacy in subscales of student engagement, 
instructional strategies, classroom management and turnover intent.  There is not a statistically 
significant relationship between self-efficacy in any subscale and turnover intent.  The next 







Overview of the Study 
 The purpose of this study is to explore the relationship between efficacy and turnover 
intent.  Specifically, the study explores the relationship between teachers’ self and collective 
efficacy and their turnover intent.  The targeted population for the study is teachers currently 
employed in a poor, small, and rural school district.  The researcher drew upon a sample of 
teachers in Missouri who met the criteria to participate in the study because of the state’s interest 
in the topic and the current data showing turnover in the state mirrors that of the national average 
(Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2018).  The study has five basic 
research questions and hypotheses to assist in exploring this topic.  The researcher utilized SPSS 
software to analyze data based on the Pearson product-moment correlation (r) technique.  This 
chapter provides a discussion of the findings in reference to participants and research questions, 
conclusion, professional practice implications, and recommendations for future research in the 
area of teacher turnover.  
Discussion of Findings 
Discussion of Participants Characteristics 
 The sample characteristics collected for this study are similar to the state of Missouri, 
whereas females (89.6%) outnumbered male (10.4%) participants.  Missouri Department of 
Elementary and Secondary Education 2018 statistics reveal more females (78.5%) than males 
(21.5%).  The researcher examined the total student population of the participants’ schools.  The 
most common range of student populations from respondents is 200-299 (37.3%) whereas 100-




elementary (44.1%) as indicated by each participant based on their school’s definition of 
elementary grades. The researcher also examined the geographical representation of the state to 
ensure rurality was present throughout the state.  Participants represent six of eight (75%) 
congressional districts in the state.  Congressional districts one and two did not have any schools 
that met the criteria for the study.  
Discussion of Research Questions and Hypotheses 
 The purpose of this study is to explore the relationship between efficacy (as measured by 
the TSES or CTES) and turnover intent (as measured by the TIS).  The research questions 
investigate the relationship between the variables by exploring each form of efficacy (self or 
collective) and the subscales of self-efficacy separately.  The five research questions include the 
same dependent variable (turnover intent of teachers) and thus in order to minimize 
repetitiveness is only included in the first research question discussion.   
Research Question and Hypothesis One 
 The first research question focuses on the relationship between self-efficacy and turnover 
intent.  The sample (n = 220) descriptive data for this study show the TSES overall mean (M = 
7.0595) and standard deviation (SD = .86215) as similar to that of the Tschannen-Moran and 
Woolfolk Hoy (2001) original study.  The mean indicates that participants in the sample 
considered their ability level “quite a bit” in regards to the TSES (sample item: How much can 
you do to get through to the most difficult students?). 
 The Turnover Intention Scale (Tiplic et al., 2015) for this study focused on teachers’ 
intent to leave or quit their current job.  The TIS range is from 1- “False” to 6- “True”, therefore, 
the mean of scores for the TIS is situated in the lower third of the scale.  The mean (M = 1.90) 




item: “As soon as I can find another job I will leave this school.”). The standard deviation (SD = 
1.179) further shows that participants in this study answered the survey questions indicating that 
they were more than likely not looking for a new job.    
Additionally, the skewness (-.157) and kurtosis (-.116) for the TSES mean scores, as well 
as skewness (1.67) and kurtosis (2.49) for the TIS, yielded values within the range of normality 
(Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2002), therefore, the use of the Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficient (r) statistical analysis was appropriate.   Even though the Pearson coefficient (𝑟(220) = 
.061) was not zero, signifying no relationship at all, the technique did not reveal a statistically 
significant relationship between the two variables 
The findings from the first research question suggest that participants are satisfied with 
their current place of employment and are not looking for a new job or career. Additionally, the 
TSES findings suggest participants are likely to have a higher level of self-efficacy than not as 
indicated by the mean score (M = 7.0595).  Regardless of the mean scores of the TSES and TIS, 
the strength of the relationship measured by Pearson (r) suggests accepting the null hypothesis 
for this study.  
Research Question and Hypothesis Two 
 The second research question explores the relationship between collective efficacy (as 
measured by the CTES) and turnover intent (as measured by the TIS).  The sample (n = 220) 
descriptive data for this study show the CTES overall mean of scores (M = 7.07) and standard 
deviation (SD = .503), similar to that of the original study Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004).  
The mean score and standard deviation indicate that the participants in the sample considered the 
teachers in their school’s ability level “quite a bit” in regards to the CTES (sample item: “How 




The skewness (-.308) and kurtosis (-.372) for the CTES mean scores, as well as skewness 
(1.67) and kurtosis (2.49) for the TIS, yielded values within the range of normality; 
(Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2002), therefore, the use of the Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficient (r) statistical analysis was appropriate for this study.  The Pearson coefficient (𝑟(220) 
= -.157) showed a statistically significant negative relationship between the two variables.  
According to Pallant (2016), Cohen’s (1998) guidelines for evaluating the strength of 
relationships between variables indicate a small negative relationship between collective efficacy 
and turnover intent.  Similarly, De Neve and Devos (2017) found a small negative relationship 
(𝑟272 = -.152) between collective responsibility for student learning (collective efficacy) and 
teacher turnover intent in beginning teachers.  Tiplic et al. (2015) similarly investigated 
beginning teacher turnover intentions and found a moderate negative relationship (𝑟227= -.43) 
between the two variables.  
The findings suggest a small negative relationship between collective efficacy and 
turnover intent.  Additionally, the findings also suggest that as the level of collective efficacy 
increases in a school, the likelihood of teacher turnover decreases without reference to years of 
teaching or stage of career.  The findings for the second research question suggest rejecting the 
null hypothesis whereas a statistically significant relationship exists between the variables.  
Research Question and Hypothesis Three  
 This research question examines the relationship between the subscale of self-efficacy in 
student engagement (as measured by TSES subscale questions in Appendix D) and turnover 
intent (as measured by TIS).  The researcher computed the TSES student engagement score by 
finding the unweighted mean of the eight subscale questions on the TSES.  The researcher 




discovered similar findings to the TSES overall.  Additionally, the computed skewness and 
kurtosis for this research question indicate that utilizing Pearson (r) to measure the relationship 
between the variables is appropriate (Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2002).  
Participants’ mean score (M = 6.65) indicates they believe in their ability as a teacher 
close to “quite a bit” in regards to student engagement (sample item: “How much can you do to 
help your students think critically?”).  The relationship between the two variables is measured by 
computing the Pearson (r).  Even though there is not a statistically significant correlation (𝑟220 = 
-.082), the data show a negative relationship exists.  
The findings suggest it is likely participants believe less in their abilities in student 
engagement than their overall sense of self-efficacy as measured in all 24 questions on the TSES.  
Additionally, the findings suggest a negative relationship exists between the variables.   
Consequently, there is not a statistically significant relationship between self-efficacy in student 
engagement and turnover intent and thus the findings suggest to accept the null hypothesis.  
Research Question and Hypothesis Four 
 The research question explored the relationship between the subscale of self-efficacy in 
instructional strategies (as measured by TSES subscale questions in Appendix E) and turnover 
intent (as measured by TIS).  The subscale of self-efficacy (instructional strategies) is measured 
by computing the mean score of the eight questions specific to the subscale on the TSES.  The 
mean score (M = 7.25) and standard deviation (SD = .929) indicate participants' beliefs about 
instructional strategies is higher than student engagement and TSES overall.  The mean score 
suggests that it is likely that participants believe in their abilities “quite a bit” specific to 
instructional strategies in reference to the TSES Likert Scale (sample item: “How well can you 




that TSES instructional strategies skewness (-.286) and kurtosis (-.116) are within the range of 
normality thus Pearson (r) continues to be appropriate to examine the relationship between the 
two variables.  The researcher computed Pearson (r) utilizing SPSS and did not reveal a 
statistically significant relationship (𝑟220 = -.004).  
The findings suggest it is likely that participants believe in their ability to employ highly 
effective instructional strategies in their classroom more than their ability to utilize highly 
effective student engagement strategies.  Furthermore, the findings show that the relationship 
between self-efficacy in instructional strategies and turnover intent is the lowest of all 
relationships measured in this study.  Consequently, the findings suggest accepting the null 
hypothesis.  
Research Question and Hypothesis Five 
 The research question investigates the relationship between self-efficacy in classroom 
management (as measured by TSES subscale questions in Appendix F) and turnover intent (as 
measured by TIS).  Self-efficacy in the classroom management level is computed by finding the 
unweighted mean of the eight questions specific to classroom management on the TSES.  The 
researcher examined the descriptive data of self-efficacy in classroom management and found 
similar results as other subscales in self-efficacy.  The mean score of the TSES subscale in 
classroom management (M = 7.28) and standard deviation (SD = 1.027) are within the range of 
the other subscales.  Once again participants believe “quite a bit” in their abilities as a teacher in 
classroom management (sample item: “How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in 
the classroom?”).  Additionally, the researcher examined the skewness (-.494) and kurtosis (-
.026) for normality which yielded data that are within range (Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2002) and, 




found that the negative relationship is not within the range of statistical significance.  
 The findings suggest it is possible that participants believe more in their ability in 
classroom management than any of the other subscales of self-efficacy.  Nonetheless, findings 
show that classroom management did not yield a statistically significant relationship between the 
two variables.  Consequently, the findings further suggest accepting the null hypothesis.  
Conclusion 
 In conclusion, the findings suggest that the researcher deployed appropriate statistical 
analysis for this study.  The findings suggest that the relationship between self-efficacy 
(subscales) and teacher turnover is minimal among teachers in poor, small, rural schools in 
Missouri.  However, the findings suggest the relationship between collective efficacy and teacher 
turnover is significant and supports the hypothesis in the second research question.  Overall, the 
findings suggest that participants employed in poor, small, rural schools in Missouri are not in 
search of new jobs or careers.  Admittedly, the findings for the research questions specific to 
self-efficacy did not meet the researcher’s expectations.  Accordingly, additional research is 
needed to explore the reason why participants believe in their abilities as measured by the TSES, 
but a significant relationship does not appear in the analysis.  Finally, an examination of the 
findings between means reveals contentment with employment and the likelihood of returning to 
the same place of employment next school year.  
Professional Implications 
Teacher turnover in the United States is at such an alarming rate that researchers need to 
help find answers for school leadership (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017).  This 
study is a small part of discovering ways to recruit and retain teachers in small, rural schools in 




with improving the status of employment with teachers throughout the country.  It is not a secret 
that the loss of teachers in poor, small, rural schools does not help provide equal access to all 
students without regards to race, ethnicity, or socioeconomic status (Carver-Thomas & Darling-
Hammond, 2017; Goldring et al., 2014; Ingersoll, 2001; Ingersoll et al., 2014).  The findings in 
this study provide additional support that efficacy is important to enhance the school’s likelihood 
of retaining teachers.   
Self-Efficacy 
Bandura’s (1977) article Self-Efficacy: Toward a Unifying Theory of Behavioral Change 
focused on the theoretical framework within SCT of how self-efficacy impacts behavior.  
Bandura (1977) wrote that “a person’s estimate that a given behavior will lead to certain 
outcomes” is the outcome expectancy (p. 193).  Outcome expectancy is the basic foundation of 
self-efficacy, whereas efficacy expectation is the belief that one can complete the requirements 
successfully to produce the expected outcomes (Bandura, 1977).  Personal self-efficacy is the 
belief that a person has the desired behavior to produce the expected outcome successfully 
(Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997; Zimmerman, 2008). Bandura (1993) states that “efficacy beliefs 
influence how people feel, think, motivate themselves, and behave” (p. 118).  A person must 
believe that he or she can produce the expected outcome, or he or she will expend less energy 
and effort to complete tasks (Bandura, 1993, 1997; Zimmerman, 2008).   
Collective Efficacy 
Evolving from the foundation of self-efficacy, collective efficacy builds upon the notion 
of self-belief, and it expands the group.  Bandura (1986) wrote that we do not exist in an 
individualistic world of silos; by contrast, we live in a society of collectiveness and working 




efficacy, in that the collective belief brings the ability to produce at a level of expected 
performance (Bandura, 1986).  Collective teacher efficacy is the belief of teachers in their 
ability, collectively, to make a difference in the lives of their students (Adams & Forsyth, 2006; 
Bandura, 1997; Eells, 2011; Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2004; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 
2004). 
Implications 
Efficacy (self and collective) has four major pillars that contribute to increasing or 
decreasing the level of each. The four major pillars are: mastery experience, vicarious 
experience, social persuasion, and affective state (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997; Donohoo, 2017). 
School leaders can increase the level of efficacy (self and collective) by providing opportunities 
for teachers to experience success (mastery) with student learning. In addition, vicarious learning 
experiences for teachers provide them with the opportunity to see their colleagues or peers have 
success, which transitions to them believing they can produce the same success.  Teachers who 
work in a highly supportive environment receive positive feedback from peers that encourages 
them to try harder and take more risks to be successful.  Teachers who work in supportive and 
encouraging environments increase their psychological state, which reduces job burnout 
(Leithwood & Beatty, 2008) and, ultimately, reduces the intent to quit (Hoigaard et al., 2012).  
This study shows that a negative relationship exists between efficacy and turnover intent.   
The relationship between self-efficacy and turnover intent is less than the minimum coefficient 
for a small relationship (Pallant, 2016)).  On the contrary, the relationship between collective 
efficacy and turnover intent is in the range of a small relationship (Pallant, 2016).  Consequently, 





The researcher explored the relationship between the overall sense of collective efficacy 
in the school based on each participant’s view and their level of turnover intent. This study 
reveals a significant relationship between collective efficacy and turnover intent, which is similar 
to other studies (De Neve & Devos, 2017; Tiplic et al., 2015).  There is a significantly positive 
relationship between self-efficacy and collective efficacy whereas when self-efficacy increases 
there is a likelihood that collective efficacy will increase (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; Tiplic et 
al., 2015). The connection between the two types of efficacy is relevant for this discussion 
because of the results of this study.  Klassen et al. (2010) explained that job satisfaction 
positively links to levels of collective efficacy in schools while Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007) 
showed a negative relationship to job burnout.  The results from this study support the need for 
school leaders to improve collective efficacy to help reduce the likelihood of turnover in poor, 
small, rural schools. 
School leaders should implement practices that increase the levels of efficacy in their 
schools to assist in retaining highly qualified teachers.  This study focuses on poor, small, rural 
schools in Missouri where the likelihood of the teachers’ salary is lower than their more affluent 
larger neighboring schools with more capacity.  The researcher’s examination of the means for 
each scale reveals that on average the participants in this study have moderately high levels of 
efficacy and are not looking for a new job.  Exploring the means suggests that it is probable that 
teachers in the poor, small, rural schools in this study are satisfied with their working conditions 
and are not as concerned about salaries although that is beyond the scope of this study.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
 The scope of this study was limited to exploring the relationship between efficacy and 




that researchers should continue to focus on the turnover problem in rural schools.  Additionally, 
the findings suggest: 
1. Conduct research in different areas of collective efficacy such as subscales. This 
study explored the subscales of self-efficacy, but did not explore the two subscales of 
collective efficacy.  Exploring the subscales of collective efficacy would provide 
additional support and more detailed support for professional practice for school 
leaders.  
2. Examine this topic through a different statistical lens.  For example, investigate the 
predictive power of collective efficacy on turnover intent.  This would add to the 
level of attention school leaders should give to efficacy in and among teachers.  
3. Conduct the study with an additional medium of survey distribution with an increased 
number of participants.  The study should be conducted with additional support from 
organizations to distribute surveys or knowledge about the surveys.  For example, the 
researcher could conduct a seminar or discussion at professional conferences to 
capture the immediate audience and solicit action directly. 
4. Extend the study to other states in the United States with a larger number of rural 
schools that have high teacher turnover rate problems among teachers.  The inclusion 
of other states in the United States with high teacher turnover would increase the 
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TSES STUDENT ENGAGEMENT SUBSCALE QUESTIONS 
1. How much can you do to get through to the most difficult students? 
2. How much can you do to help your students think critically? 
3. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in school work? 
4. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in school work? 
5. How much can you do to help your students value learning? 
6. How much can you do to foster student creativity? 
7. How much can you do to improve the understanding of a student who is failing? 






TSES INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES SUBSCALE QUESTIONS 
1. How well can you respond to difficult questions from your students? 
2. How much can you gauge student comprehension of what you have taught?  
3. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?  
4. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level for individual students? 
5. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies? 
6. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students are 
confused? 
 
7. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom? 
 







TSES CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT SUBSCALE QUESTIONS 
1. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?  
2. To what extent can you make your expectations clear about student behavior?  
3. How well can you establish routines to keep activities running smoothly?  
4. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?  
 
5. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?  
 
6. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group of students?  
 
7. How well can you keep a few problem students form ruining an entire lesson?  
 







TURNOVER INTENTION SCALE 
Turnover intention (4 items) 
 
Response categories: (1) False, (2) mostly false, (3) more false than true, (4) more true than false, 
(5) mostly true, (6) true. 
 
(1) As soon as I can find another job I will leave this school. 
(2) I am seriously considering a change in workplace. 
(3) I am actively searching for another job. 
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